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The  Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council  is  a  regional 
planning  agency  serving  more  than  three  million 
citizens  living  in  its  101-member  communities.  Since 
its  creation  in  19^3 ,  the  Council  has  served  to 
reinforce  the  local  governments  of  the  metropolitan 
area  by  assisting  them  to  serve  more  effectively  and 
efficiently.  Through  the  preparation  of  areawide 
plans  and  programs,  the  MAPC  works  toward  solutions 
to  regional  problems  in  the  areas  of  water  quality 
management,  solid  waste  disposal,  transportation, 
housing,  land  use  and  open  space/recreation.  The 
Council  works  in  the  additional  capacity  of  areawide 
clearinghouse  for  applications  for  federal  assistance 
projects  proposed  for  the  region.  This  report 
sTjmmarizes  review  activities  conducted  by  the  Council 
in  fiscal  1976  and  details  anticipated  sources  of 
federal  funds  in  fiscal  1977-  Additional  copies  are 
available  from  the  MAPC  offices,  Uh   School  Street, 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02108.  Telephone:  6n-523-2k3h. 
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As  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget-administered  A-95  review 
process  moves  into  its  tenth  year,  varied  opinions  persist  as  to  the 
importance  and  effectiveness  of  the  operation  which  is  limited  by  budget 
restraints  and  is  affected  by  changes  in  Presidential  administrations 
and  policy  direction. 

Funding  for  local  and  regional  development  activity  within  metropo- 
litan Boston  reflects  these  changes,  fluctuating  year  by  year  since  the 
inception  of  the  review  process,  as  evidenced  in  this  bar  graph. 
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In  the  year  just  ending,  the  MAPC  region  received  $122,779,37^  to 
support  156  proposals;  federal  action  is  still  pending  on  102  other 
locally-submitted  applications  which,  if  funded,  vrould  bring  more  than 
$811.5  million  into  our  region.  As  seen  in  the  bar  graph, dollar 
requests  have  skyrocketed  this  year  primairily  as  a  result  of  MBTA 
capital  improvement  grant  applications  totalling  $713.8  million.  To 
date,  only  $6.2  million  has  been  awarded  to  the  Authority.   In  addition, 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  (HUD)  has  taken 
final  action  on  only  a  few  of  the  2k   housing  assistance  applications. 
The  rest  remain  at  various  stages  of  HUD  review  with  at  least  $78.1 
million  in  loans  awaiting  HUD  decision.   (A  summary,  listing  the  279 
project  reviews  conducted  by  the  MAPC  in  fiscal  1976,  is  contained  in 
Appendix  I.   Individual  community  grants  can  be  found  in  the  brief 
corridor  analyses  following  the  chapter  entitled  "The  Need  for  Regional 
Cooperation" . ) 

As  the  areawide  clearinghouse  for  all  this  federally-assisted 
activity,  the  Council  is  dependent  upon  the  cooperation  and  assistance 
of  our  MAPC  representatives  in  assuring  that  the  region's  growth  is 
consistent  with  local  plans  and  programs.  Today,  more  than  ever  before, 
local  officials  have  the  opportunity  to  influence  the  use  of  federal 
funds.  The  introduction  of  New  Federalism  promotes  the  decentralization 
of  the  federal  governirient '  s  power  in  favor  of  program  management  by 
state  and  local  governtaents.  Although  the  final  verdict  on  the  resiilts 
of  New  Federalism  cannot  be  predicted,  cities  and  towns  have  greater 
flexibility  in  establishing  priorities,  easing  municipal  costs,  and 
matching  special  needs  with  particular  funding  programs. 

As  this  report  points  out,  continued  cooperation  among  the  many 
levels  of  government  is  essential.  A-95  has  the  potential  for  being 
one  of  the  most  important  instruments  for  facilitating  this  much- 
needed  coordination- 


The  Evolution  of  A-95 


The  first  prerequisite  to  any  discussion  of  the  A-95  process  should 
be  a  brief  review  of  its  history  and  hopef^aiy,  an  \;mderstanding  of  its 
raison  d'etre- 

Legislation  extending  back  to  the  Housing  Act  of  195^  included  pro- 
visions for  the  coordination  of  applications  with  local  or  regional  plan- 
ning agencies.  Then,  in  the  early  sixties,  the  federal  government  began  to 
institute  a  series  of  categorical  programs,  supported  by  an  extensive  array 
of  loans  and  grants,  in  an  effort  to  alleviate  the  severe  financial  strains 
that  urban  growth  and  change  had  placed  upon  the  available  resources  of 
local  governments  and  agencies.   It  soon  became  evident  that  these 
federally-supported  activities  would  require  broad-based  planning.  Section 
20H  of  the  Demonstration  Cities  and  Metropolitan  Development  Act  of  1966 
established  the  first  areawide  clearinghouses  which  were  designated  to 
evaluate  applications  seeking  grants  and  loans  under  39  federal  programs. 
Comments  from  the  state  and  areawide  clearinghouses  were  to  accompany 
applications  indicating  whether  the  proposed  project  conformed  with 
comprehensive  plans  for  the  region. 

The  initial  responsibility  for  administering  Section  20U  was  delegated 
to  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development.   In  196?,  however,  the 
authority  for  administration  of  this  Act  was  transferred  to  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget,  which  was  later  called  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
(0MB). 

The  rather  limited  programmatic  scope  of  Section  20U  reviews  was 
greatly  expanded  by  the  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1968  which 
set  forth  a  national  policy  for  intergovernmental  coordination  and 
decentralized  decision-making.   In  order  to  formally  implement  this  Act, 
0MB  issued  Circular  A-95  in  July  I969.  Under  provisions  of  this  Circular, 
the  number  of  grant  and  loan  programs  requiring  areawide  review  was 
expanded  from  39  to  51  and  the  review  and  comment  process  was  extended  to 
non-metropolitan  areas  and  federal  development  projects. 

Circular  A-95  has  been  modified  four  times  since  then  and  each  time 
the  number  of  programs  covered  has  increased,  with  primary  coverage 
extended  to  the  area  of  human  resources.  The  February  1971  revision 
implemented  part  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act.  The  major 
thrust  of  this  Act  provided  for  comment  upon  environmental  impact  state- 
ments by  federal,  state  and  local  agencies  authorized  to  develop  and 
enforce  environmental  quality  standards.   The  list  of  programs  under  A-95 
increased  from  51  to  96.   In  March  1972,  the  Circular  was  again  revised  to 
insure  that  agencies  responsible  for  enforcing  state  and  local  civil  rights 
laws  be  given  the  opportunity  to  review  the  civil  rights  aspects  of  the 
proposal  and  its  effect  on  the  minority  community.   No  major  changes  were 
made,  other  than  increased  program  coverage,  when  0MB  revised  the  Circular 
for  the  third  time  in  November  1973- 

More  than  two  years  passed  before  Circular  A-95  vas  subject  to  change 
again.  During  that  time,  the  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO)  published 
the  results  of  a  study  on  the  effectiveness  of  A-95-  The  basic  premise  of 


the  GAO  report  was  that  A-95  was  a  valuable  and  productive  instrument  for 
improving  the  management  of  federal  domestic  assistance  programs,  but  that 
achievement  of  its  real  potential  depended  on  a  broader  coverage  of 
programs  and  a  much  more  rigorous  prosecution  of  its  implementation  by  the 
federal  government.  One  problem  underscored  by  the  GAO  report  was  the 
lack  of  understanding  about  the  review  process.  GAO  was  critical  of  0MB 
for  playing  an  inactive  role  in  monitoring  the  entire  procedure  -  0MB  has 
only  one  official  involved  with  the  administration  of  the  Circular.  GAO 
investigators  found  that  nearly  all  applicants  harbored  misconceptions 
about  the  process.  Much  of  the  confusion  was  caused  by  inadequate  and  at 
times  erroneous  instructions  issued  by  the  federal  agencies.  In  addition, 
clearinghouses'  interpretation  for  implementation  of  the  A-95  regulations 
varied  greatly. 

Primarily  as  a  response  to  these  criticisms  by  GAO,  0MB  proposed 
several  changes  in  the  A-95  guidelines  which  became  effective  on  February 
27,  1976.  Most  of  the  changes  were  clarifications  intended  to  alleviate 
confusion  and  to  explicitly  delegate  responsibilities  to  the  various 
participants  in  the  process: 

.  Federal  agencies  are  now  required  to  return  an  application 
to  the  applicant  if  there  is  no  evidence  that  both  area- 
wide  and  state  clearinghouses  have  had  an  opportunity  to 
review  it. 

Applications  for  renewal  or  continuation  grants  must  be 
subjected  to  clearinghouse  review. 

.  Federal  agencies  must  publish  their  implementing  regula- 
tions in  the  Federal  Register;  this  presumably  would 
allow  0MB  and  other  governmental  units  the  opportunity  to 
comment  on  the  adequacy  of  each  agency's  policy  concerning 
A-95. 

.  The  revised  Circular  noted  the  expanded  role  of  Federal 
Regional  Councils  which  have  taken  over  the  coordination 
of  A-95  at  the  regional  level.   It  was  felt  that  imple- 
menting A-95  at  the  regional  level  would  be  more 
effective  as  the  FRC  Regional  Administrator  would  be 
much  closer  to  those  involved  with  the  process, 
particularly  since  many  funding  decisions  are  made  by  the 
regional  offices  of  federal  agencies. 

The  chief  executive  of  a  local  government  must  be  notified 
of  all  projects  affecting  his  Jurisdiction.  This 
requirement  would  assure  increased  involvement  of  local 
elected  officials  in  the  review  process. 

.  A  standard  multi-purpose  form  intended  to  facilitate  the 
flow  of  information  between  various  government  agencies 
was  introduced  in  the  latest  revisions  to  A-95.  The  new 


form  is  intended  to  result  in  increased  responsiveness  by 
the  federal  agencies  and  more  accurate  and  complete 
information. 

The  most  important  change  in  the  new  Circular,  however,  was  the 
increase  in  the  number  of  programs  covered  under  A-95-  Nearly  200 
federally-assisted  programs  are  now  included  in  the  review  process.  Most 
of  the  additions  were  in  the  area  of  human  resources.  This  means  a  number 
of  organizations  that  have  never  had  to  contend  with  review  procedures  are 
now  subject  to  the  A-95  regvilations. 
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Recognizing  that  a  myriad  of  clearinghouses  exisx  nationwide, 
issued  guidelines  which  allow  clearinghouses  to  exercise  flexibili 
implementing  A-95.  The  MAPC  has  attempted  to  streamline  and  simpl 
review  process  for  those  applying  for  assistance  within  our  Jurisd 
This  flow  chart  illustrates  the  clearinghouses  standard  operating 
for  the  receipt,  dissemination,  and  evaluation  of  federal  aid  appl 
and  preliminary  notifications. 
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Obviously  there  are  several  stages  during  the  review  process  when 
communications  can  break  down  resulting  in  dissatisfaction  with  A-95  in 
general.  Although  the  Council  endeavors  to  provide  local  officials  the 
opportunity  to  respond  to  each  federally-assisted  program  affecting  their 
communities,  we  remain  committed  to  giving  priority  to  those  plans  of 
major  implication  to  areawide  objectives.  It  is  important,  however,  for 
MAPC  representatives  to  realize  the  extensive  role  they  play  as  the 
commxinity  liaison  in  project  reviews.  Their  active  participation  assures 
that  program  monies  are  used  effectively  and  that  the  funding  agency  is 
aware  of  possible  conflicts  between  a  federally-assisted  project  and 
local  plans.  Their  comnents  are  incorporated  with  staff  evaluation  and 
forwarded  to  the  applicant.   If  issues  are  raised  during  the  review 
period,  the  clearinghouse  arranges  conferences  in  an  attempt  to  resolve 
differences  between  applicant  and  interested  parties.  Council 
coordination  is  often  successful,  resulting  in  the  resolution  of  conflicts, 
the  avoidance  of  duplicative  efforts  and  expenditures,  and  the  improve- 
ment of  grant  proposals.  If  issues  are  unable  to  be  settled,  the 
clearinghouse  submits  the  differing  opinions  and  expressed  concerns  to 
the  federal  agency  which  makes  the  final  funding  decision.  Clearing- 
houses do  not  have  a  veto  power,  but  serve  as  advisory  agencies  only. 

In  order  to  keep  our  members  fully  informed  on  the  latest  happenings 
in  MAPC  review  activities  and  related  federal  action,  the  clearinghouse 
issues  reports  monthly  as  well  as  at  mid-year.  This  past  fiscal  year,  we 
instituted  a  new  format  for  these  reports,  emphasizing  the  extent  of 
staff  work  and  local  officials  input  critical  in  undertaking  and  complet- 
ing each  review.   In  the  year  ahead,  the  MAPC  clearinghouse  is  intending 
to  again  contact  community  action  agencies  and  civil  rights  groups  in 
our  area  and  to  reconfirm  their  interest  in  participating  in  the  review 
process.  Since  our  initial  contact  with  these  groups  back  in  early ^ 
1973,  a  large  number  of  new  federal  assistance  programs,  primarily  in 
the  human  services  field,  has  been  added  to  A-95  coverage.  Also, 
several  new  advisory  agencies  have  been  formed  and  many  citizen  groups 
have  expressed  a  desire  to  be  included  on  our  referral  listing. 

The  increasing  amount  of  paperwork  involved  in  conducting  reviews 
compelled  the  Council  staff  to  investigate  the  feasibility  of  maintaining 
an  A-95  computer  data  management  base.  Following  several  interviews 
with  a  number  of  Boston  area  firms,  the  staff  was  given  Executive 
Committee  approval  to  contract  with  National  CSS,  a  Cambridge-based  firm 
which  offered  extensive  technical  assistance  including  classroom  work. 
Key  personnel  in  other  functional  areas  besides  A-95  have  begun  to 
utilize  the  NOMAD  system.  In  operation  for  the  last  few  months,  NOMAD 
is  in  the  process  of  being  perfected  so  that  we  might  make  better  use 
and  derive  maxim\im  benefit  from  the  computerized  system. 

Finally,  the  f'lAPC  clearinghouse  is  hopeful  that  the  recently 
revised  Circular  will  promote  an  effective  method  of  monitoring  the 
progress  of  applications  once  passed  through  the  A-95  review  process  to 
the  funding  agency.  The  Circular  specifically  states  that  federal 
funding  agencies  should  notify  appropriate  clearinghouses  within  seven 


working  days  of  any  major  action  taken  including  awards,  rejections, 
returns  for  amendments,  deferrals  or  withdrawals.  This  feedback  provision 
is  critical  to  the  comprehensive  planning  process.  Depending  on  federal 
action,  adjustments  in  assumptions,  projections,  and  other  elements  in 
the  plan  might  have  to  be  made,  if  it  is  to  be  a  useful  guide  to 
development  in  the  area. 


The  Need  for  Regional  Cooperation 


The  Council's  two- fold  function  as  the  regional  planning  agency  for 
our  lOl-member  communities  and  as  the  areawide  clearinghouse  for 
federally-assisted  projects  often  overlaps,  allowing  us  a  composite 
picture  of  the  region.  This  facilitates  our  ability  to  ascertain  the 
relationship  of  individual  development  proposals  to  areawide  development 
strategies  and  to  the  plans  and  programs  of  neighboring  Jurisdictions. 

The  U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  (HUD)  recognizes 
that  regional  planning  agencies  have  this  ability  which  is  useful  in 
evaluating  and  prioritizing  individual  activities  to  be  undertaken  with 
Community  Development  Block  Grant  (CDBG)  monies.  In  fiscal  1976,  the 
Council  was  asked  to  review  21  entitlement  applications  based  on  need  and 
past  program  experience,  25  supplemental  metropolitan  discretionary 
applications,  seven  innovative  projects,  one  urgent  needs  request,  and 
39  preapplications  for  the  metropolitan  and  non-metropolitan  discretionary 
balance  (22  of  these  resulted  in  invitations  by  HUD  to  submit  full 
applications  which  were  subsequently  reviewed  by  the  MAPC).  These 
reviews  involved  in-depth  evaluations  on  the  part  of  the  staff.  We 
determined  if  established  priorities  reflected  the  needs  of  the  community 
and  if  a  process  of  citizen  participation  was  utilized  in  the  development 
of  applications.  The  eligibility  of  certain  activities  was  questioned 
and  adjustments  were  made  in  order  for  communities  to  benefit  from  the 
full  allocation  of  funds.  The  Housing  Assistance  Plans,  a  required 
accompaniment  to  all  CDBG  applications,  were  a  primary  concern  of  the 
MAPC  staff  which  focused  its  attention  on  the  relevancy  of  stated 
housing  needs.  As  a  result,  all  of  the  21  eligible  communities  received 
their  FYT6  entitlement  grants  amounting  to  $53.3  million;  a  total  of 
$953,000  was  awarded  in  supplemental  appropriations  to  20  other 
communities;  and,  Ipswich,  Milford  and  Rockport  were  the  recipients  of 
funds  from  the  non-metropolitan  discretionary  allotment.  The  Council 
still  awaits  word  from  HUD  as  to  which  of  the  19  MAPC  commvmities  will  be 
allocated  money  from  the  metropolitan  discretionary  share  of  the  CDBG 
program  this  year.  Those  awards  are  expected  momentarily. 

Council  coordination  was  needed  in  the  review  of  four  large  grant 
requests  made  by  the  Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation  Authority  (MBTA) 
during  the  course  of  fiscal  1976.  All  of  these  requests  are  still 
awaiting  UMTA's  approval.  A  n\amber  of  our  communities  woxild  feel  the 
impact  of  the  Authority's  proposed  actions  and  it  was  essential  that  repre- 
sentatives of  the  MBTA  meet  with  local  officials  to  discuss  these  impacts. 

The  first  MBTA  application  was  reviewed  in  August  of  1975  and 
involved  the  acquisition  and  reo- instruction  of  the  9*1  mile  Midland 
Branch  Line.   To  accomplish  this,  all  railroad  service  currently  provided 
over  the  Main  Line  would  be  diverted  during  construction.   In  addition, 
the  Needham  Branch  commuter  trains  would  be  replaced  with  an  express  bus 
service  and  all  railroad  operations  would  be  eliminated  on  the  Main  Line 
from  Readville  to  east  of  Back  Bay  Station.   In  the  opinion  of  the  Council 
staff,  the  improvement  of  mass  transit  service  was  urgently  needed  within 
the  Southwest  Corridor  segment  of  the  metropolitan  area.  We  agreed  with 
the  Authority's  decision  to  upgrade  the  Midland  Branch  Line  so  that 


conrmuter  railroad  and  intercity  passenger  railroad  services  could  be 
transferred  from  the  Main  Line  to  the  Midland  Branch  Line  as  a  major  step 
toward  the  objective  of  better  mass  transit.  We  asstimed  that  the  rail- 
road reconstruction  project  would  be  designed  and  implemented  so  that 
this  transfer  of  railroad  operations  would  be  for  either  an  extended 
period  of  time  or  as  a  permanent  relocation  of  operations.  The  applica- 
tion stirred  a  great  deal  of  local  controversy.  Following  completion  of 
the  Council  review,  resolutions  were  submitted  by  the  Boards  of  Selectmen 
in  Sharon,  Walpole,  Westwood,  Wrentham,  Millis,  Medfield,  and  Norfolk  and 
by  the  Southwest  Area  Selectmen's  Coordinating  Committee  in  opposition  to 
the  IffiTA  application  vintil  the  time  when  these  communities  would  be 
satisfactorily  assured  that  definite  measures  would  be  taken  to  minimize 
disruption  of  existing  commuter  rail  service  and  to  insure  continued 
effective  service  during  the  period  of  construction  on  the  Penn  Central 
Main  Line.  These  resolutions  were  forwarded  to  the  MBTA  and  to  the 
Urban  Mass  Transportation  Administration  for  their  consideration. 

Several  months  later  a  related  application  was  filed  by  the  MBTA 
involving  the  Southwest  Corridor /Orange  Line  Relocation.  In  requesting  a 
$313. U  million  grant  from  Ul^A,  the  Authority  would  utilize  the  federal 
monies  to  relocate  the  Orange  Line  from  Washington  Street  through  the 
South  End,  Roxbury  and  Jamaica  Plain.  The  plan  calls  for  eight  new  rapid 
transit  stations,  of  which  three  stations  would  accommodate  intercity 
commuter  railroad  patrons.  Although  service  on  the  Orange  Line  would  be 
unaffected  during  the  four-year  construction  phase,  intercity  and 
commuter  railroad  service  would  be.  This  disruption  is  related  to  the 
application  described  earlier.  Due  to  the  magnitude  of  the  project  and 
the  controversy  surroundinfe  its  implementation,  the  Council  has  withheld 
final  comments  until  the  MBTA  confer  directly  with  the  MAPC  Executive 
Committee  and  affected  municipal  representatives.  At  the  time  of  this 
writing,  we  are  attempting  to  establish  an  appropriate  time  for  such  a 
briefing  session.   In  addition,  the  Council  has  notified  the  MBTA  that  a 
vote  by  the  Executive  Committee  may  be  a  necessary  step  prior  to 
completion  of  the  A-95  review,  since  the  current  Southwest  Corridor 
proposal  is  substantially  different  from  the  project  described  in  the  I966 
Authority  Program  for  Mass  Transportation. 

A  second  large  MBTA  grant  request,  made  in  April  for  nearly  $309 
million,  would  finance  the  Harvard  Square  to  Arlington  Heights  Rapid 
Transit  Extension  Project  with  intermediate  stations  at  Porter  Square  in 
Cambridge,  Davis  Square  in  Somerville,  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  in  Cambridge, 
and  Arlington  Center.  The  Council  sought  comments  on  this  application 
from  six  communities — Boston,  Cambridge,  Somerville,  Arlington,  Bedford, 
and  Lexington.  Unanimous  support  was  given  by  officials  in  these 
communities.  The  Council  staff  also  enthusiastically  endorsed  this 
funding  request  citing  several  significant  benefits  to  be  derived  from  the 
implementation  and  completion  of  the  extension,  not  the  least  of  which 
would  be  the  alleviation  of  considerable  vehicular  traffic  congestion. 

In  a  lengthy  review  process  which  finally  culminated  in  Council 
approval  this  past  February,  the  second  phase  of  the  MBTA's  Commuter  Rail 


Improvement  Program  (CRIP)  was  filed  with  UMTA.  A  $UT.8  million  grant  and 
a  $2h.6  million  loan  would  be  required  to  cover  the  acquisition  of  all  the 
active  Boston  and  Maine  commuter  lines  in  need  of  immediate  upgrading  (the 
lines  included  were  the  Eastern  Route  to  Newhuryport,  the  Gloucester  Branch 
to  Rockport,  the  New  Hampshire  Route  to  Lowell,  the  Woburn  Branch,  and  the 
Fitchburg  Route  to  South  Acton,  totalling  IOU.3  route-miles)  as  well  as  all 
other  B&M  lines  (totalling  l60  route-miles),  and  property  in  Lynn  planned 
for  commuter  parking.  According  to  the  Authority,  if  approved,  the  grant 
application  would  restore  all  the  major  lines  to  the  high  standards 
enjoyed  in  the  1950' s.  Our  review  of  this  application  was  originally 
deferred  until  the  MBTA  Advisory  Board  formally  ratified  the  purchase  of 
specified  assets  of  the  B&M  Railroad.  In  late  December,  this  vote  was 
taken  and  the  Advisory  Board  approved  the  pixrchase  of  the  railroad  assets. 
Shortly,  thereafter,  we  were  advised  that  the  piirchase  of  the  railroad 
assets  would  not  be  funded  from  the  regular  UMTA  capital  grant  program  as 
originally  proposed,  but  that  so-called  Interstate  Transfer  Fiinds, 
authorized  by  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of  1973,  would  be  utilized  for  the 
purchase.  The  use  of  these  funds  required  a  special  procedure  which 
included  action  by  the  Council  Executive  Committee  which  approved  the 
MBTA's  funding  request  in  February.   Consequently,  the  Council  endorsed 
the  application  while  making  note  of  the  number  of  comments  received 
from  I-IAPC  members  in  the  79  communities  comprising  the  MBTA  district, 
expecially  those  comments  that  urged  the  Authority  to  coordinate  the 
CRIP  proposals  with  studies  for  transit  extensions  on  the  North  Shore 
Blue  Line,  in  the  Northern  Corridor,  the  Northwest  Corridor,  and  the 
Southwest  Corridor. 

Transportation  issues  were  not  the  only  concerns  of  the  MAPC  this 
past  year  as  we  attempted  to  promote  orderly  regional  growth.  The 
Council  housing  staff,  biirdened  already  with  the  substantial  review  work 
entailed  in  the  successful  implementation  of  HUD's  CDBG  program, 
processed  2H  housing  projects  slated  for  development  at  various  sites 
around  the  region.  In  two  instances — Samoset  Apartments  in  Hull  and 
Pleasant  Street  Apartments  in  Weymouth — we  suggested  that  the  developers 
consult  more  closely  with  the  community  officials  to  resolve  potential 
drainage  problems  and  to  assure  compatibility  with  local  plans. 
Critical  problems  persisted  with  two  other  housing  proposals,  forcing 
the  Council  to  recommend  that  alternative  sites  be  found. 

In  Revere,  106  units  of  low-income  elderly  and  handicapped  housing 
was  scheduled  for  development  on  Walnut  Avenue  between  Beach  Street  and 
Shirley  Avenue.  The  Council  considered  the  12-storied  struct\ire 
inconsistent  with  the  f^hnvocter  of  the  existing  residential  neighborhood 
which  is  closely  settled  with  siuo.ll  scale  structures  and  relatively 
little  open  space.  Much  of  the  sni-ioun'^ing  area  would  be  in  shadow 
because  of  the  height  and  dimensions  of  the  building.  Moreover,  the 
planned  outdoor  plaza  would  be  completely  in  shade.   In  addition,  we 
were  concerned  with  the  potential  impact  of  the  development  on  traffic 
and  parking  in  an  already  congested  area.   In  spite  of  the  evidence  of 
community  support ,  we  felt  that  from  a  planning  standpoint  it  was  not 
possible  to  support  this  project.  Although  strongly  committed  to  meeting 


the  housing  needs  of  the  elderly  in  the  region,  the  MAPC  remains  committed 
to  the  development  of  housing  that  is  consistent  with  local  conditions, 
encourages  the  preservation  and  stabilization  of  neighborhoods,  and 
protects  the  environment.  We  commended  the  Revere  Housing  Authority  for 
making  a  concerted  effort  to  meet  their  housing  needs.  However,  in 
attempting  to  meet  these  needs,  the  MAPC  suggested  that  other  issues 
should  not  be  minimized. 

The  Coiincil  housing  staff  advised  the  developer  of  Nehoiden  Glen  in 
Needham,  a  72-iinit  elderly  housing  proposal,  that  an  alternative  site 
better  suited  to  the  needs  of  the  elderly  should  be  considered.  Our 
primary  reservation  concerning  this  proposal  related  to  the  steepness  of 
the  grade  at  the  site,  which  would  make  it  difficult  for  many  of  the 
elderly  to  take  walks  and  move  about  independently,  thereby  affecting 
their  health  and  wellbeing.  The  Needham  Planning  Board  also  expressed  a 
number  of  concerns  relating  to  the  need  for  an  additional  road  for 
emergency  vehicles,  the  need  for  additional  parking,  and  the  traffic 
hazard  posed  because  of  the  poor  sight  distance  of  vehicles  coming  from 
the  development.  They  also  raised  questions  relating  to  the  density  of 
the  proposal  and  the  necessity  of  adherence  to  the  State  Building  Code. 
The  Town  Public  Works  Department  indicated  problems  relating  to 
drainage,  sewage  flows,  and  erosion  control.  The  Coimcil  added  one  other 
important  concern  -  the  need  for  transportation  so  that  the  residents 
would  have  access  to  shopping,  medical  and  other  services.  The  site  is 
located  more  than  a  mile  and  a  half  from  Needham  Center,  and  no  public 
transportation  is  available. 

As  indicated  in  Appendix  I,  only  one  housing  proposal  has  been 
funded  to  date.  All  others,  except  Nehoiden  Glen  which  was  rejected,  are 
at  various  stages  of  HUD  review. 

This  year  the  Council  became  involved  in  coordinating  the  various 
hvrnian  service  activities  occurring  within  the  region.  With  the  addition 
of  an  education  planner  to  the  f'lAPC  staff,  we  were  able  to  conduct  a 
more  extensive  in-house  review  of  the  ntmierous,  education-related 
projected  funded  through  the  U.S.  Department  of  Health,  Education  and 
Welfare  (HEW)  and  the  Community  Services  Administration  (CSA).   A 
project  which  would  have  had  only  a  perfunctory  review  conducted  in  the 
past  met  with  substantial  opposition  this  year.  Action  for  Boston 
Community  Development  (ABCD)  planned  to  develop  its  own,  Boston-based 
commmiity  college  with  a  grant  of  $50,000  from  CSA.  The  Council 
expressed  doubt  that  the  proposal  would  be  in  harmony  with  the  Educational 
Master  Plan  for  the  Commonwealth.  Justification  offered  by  ABCD  for 
severing  its  on-going  association  with  Middlesex  Community  College 
appeared  at  odds  with  the  stated  intent  of  encouraging  "upward  mobility", 
since  such  a  desired  goal  could  be  achieved  through  innovative,  flexible 
programs  currently  being  offered  in  the  areas'  community  colleges.  In 
addition,  a  bill  (H  2251)  dealing  with  ABCD's  request  received  an  "ought 
not  to  pass"  from  the  Joint  Committee  on  Education  on  March  22,  1976. 
This  bill  was  strongly  opposed  by  the  Trustees  of  the  Commiinity  Colleges. 


Prior  to  the  completion  of  the  A-95  review  process,  during  which 
time  both  the  MAPC  and  the  Office  of  State  Planning  expressed  reservations 
with  the  proposal,  the  Community  Services  Administration  announced  the 
issuance  of  a  grant  award  to  ABCD.  Funds  would  not  be  released,  however, 
until  the  various  participants  in  the  reviewing  process  had  the 
opportunity  to  confer  with  representatives  of  CSA  and  ABCD.  That  meeting 
was  held  and  was  attended  by  the  Council's  educational  planner.  CSA 
listened  to  the  varying  opinions  on  the  efficacy  of  developing  a 
Commiinity  College  in  Boston  \mder  ABCD  auspices  and  then  issued  its 
decision  on  April  20.  According  to  CSA,  ABCD  had  reevaluated  its 
proposal,  shifted  emphasis  and  changed  the  program.  The  project  now 
wouIq  result  in  a  "planning"  effort,  with  various  alternatives  being 
studied  to  meet  the  identified  educational  and  training  needs  of  ABCD's 
client  population.  Based  upon  these  changes  in  the  program,  CSA  decided 
to  release  funds  for  ABCD's  community  college  proposal. 

After  careful  review  of  the  Cambridge-based  Education  Development 
Center's  plan  to  conduct  a  study  of  factors  underlying  teenage  alcohol 
use,  the  Council  staff  made  a  strong  recommendation  for  reconsideration 
of  one  facet  of  the  program.  According  to  the  application,  two 
communities  in  which  teenage  drinking  is  widespread,  substantial,  and 
acknowledged  as  a  problem  by  various  groups  woiild  be  chosen  for  the 
case  study.  The  Council  questioned  the  selection  of  Newton  and  Brookline 
as  a  comparison  community  to  be  examined  in  contrast  to  Weston.  We 
recommended  that  an  urban  component,  such  as  Cambridge,  Boston,  or  Lynn, 
be  included  rather  than  two  affluent  suburban  communities.  The  Center 
agreed  to  explore  the  interest  of  one  of  the  urban  communities  in 
participating  in  the  study  and  decided  to  reappraise  the  extra  cost  if 
an  urban  site  is  chosen.  Funding  for  the  Center's  project  is  pending. 

On  the  next  few  pages  is  a  listing,  by  geographic  location,  of  the 
279  project  application  reviewed  during  this  last  fiscal  year.  Areawide 
and  statewide  projects  have  been  compiled  by  applicant  and  are  listed 
separately.  In  each  of  these  reviews,  the  Council  has  attempted  to 
critically  evaluate  a  proposal  in  relation  to  MAPC-adopted  plans.  If  no 
established  policies  exist,  as  is  the  case  in  the  fields  of  law 
enforcement,  health  planning,  manpower  services,  and  community  action 
programs,  the  Council  transmits  to  the  funding  agency  the  written 
comments  of  local  officials.  This  allows  the  federal  government  the 
fullest  range  of  views  possible. 

Our  advisory  role  as  a  reviewing  agency  should  not  be  construed  as 
a  needless  intervention  or  another  bureaucratic  barrier.   Our  efforts 
are  oriented  toward  benefiting  an  applicat.ion  rather  than  blocking  its 
funding.   A  substantive  review  coordinated  with  various  factions  at  the 
regional  level  should  improve  and  perfect  the  federally-assisted 
applications,  resulting  in  dollar  savings,  better  projects,  and  more 
value  for  public  investment  in  metropolitan  Boston. 


Core 


#  APPLIC. 

COMMUNITY 

FILED 

BY 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST 

APPLICANT/PROGRAM 

APPL. 

/PROG. 

APPLICANT/PROGRAM 

BOSTON 

86 

$  238,952,653 

City 

40 

44,788,858 

HUD/CDBG  Entitlement 

1 

30,550,000 

HUD/CDBG  Innovative 

1 

338,850 

DOL/CETA 

1 

3,125,793 

Justice/LEAA 

37 

10,774,215 

Redevelopment  Authority 

2 

114,968,652 

FRA/Plan.  &  Preservation 

1 

110,000,000 

EDA/Public  Works  Devel. 

1 

4,968,652 

Econ.  Dev.  &  Industrial  Corp. 

1 

5,000,000 

EDA/Public  Works  Devel. 

1 

5,000,000 

Anderson-Notter  Assoc. 

1 

4,760,000 

Housing-Headstart  Housing 

1 

4,760,000 

Blackstone  Corp. 

1 

7,198,000 

Housing-Blackstone  Apts. 

1 

7,198,000 

Dan'l  O'Connell's  Sons 

1 

9,993,000 

Housing-Exeter  Towers 

1 

9,993,000 

No.  End  Businessmen 

1 

14,000,000 

Rous  ing-LaCaller ia 

1 

14,000,000 

MA.  Dept.  of  Community  Affairs 

1 

100,000 

HUD/CDBG  Suppl.  Balance 

1 

100,000 

MA.  Port  Authority 

1 

1.575,000 

DOT/FAA  Airport  Dev. 

1 

1,575,000 

Metro.  Dist.  Commission 

2 

17,697,580 

BOR/Land  6.  Water  Conserv. 

2 

17,697,580 

MA.  Comm./Crim.  Justice 

1 

310,906 

Justice/LEAA 

1 

310,906 

Action/Boston  Coram.  Dev. 

8 

6,452,679 

CSA/Community  Action 

6 

5,242,325 

HEW/Family  Planning 

1 

654,380 

HEW/Alcohol  Services 

1 

555,974 

Dorchester  Action 

1 

140,787 

CSA/NERCOM 

1 

140,787 

Jamaica  Plain  Action 

1 

158,000 

CSA/NERCOM 

1 

158,000 

South  Boston  Action 

1 

140,787 

CSA/NERCOM 

1 

140,787 

FEDERAL  AID  REQUEST 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 


FEDERAL  ACTION 


98,771,386 

$  47,573,672 

44,286,759 

35,669,614 

30,550,000 

30,550,000 

226,167 

Pending 

3,125,793 

3,125,793 

10,384,799 

1,993,821 

(11  Unknown) 

(  3  Pending) 

2,981,191 

75,000 

Undetermined 

75,000 

2,981,191 

Pending 

3,000,000 

3,500,000 

3,000,000 

3,500,000 

4,760,000 

Rejected 

4,760,000 

Rejected 

812,688 

Pending 

812,688 

Pending 

9,993,000 

Pending 

9,993,000 

Pending 

14,000,000 

Pending 

14,000,000 

Pending 

100,000 

Disapproved 

100,000 

Disapproved 

1,575,000 

663,000 

1,575,000 

663,000 

3,248,790 

1,000,000 

3,248,790 

1,000,000 

133,506 

Unable  to  verify 

133,506 

Undetermined 

4,605,928 

681,496 

3,711,469 

111,400 

(1  Disapproved) 

(2  Pending) 

654,380 

570,096 

240,079 

Pending 

74,662 

74,662 

74,662 

74,662 

72,000 

Disapproved 

72,000 

Disapproved 

52,977 

Disapproved 

52,977 

Disapproved 

TOTAL  POPULATION  962,207 

MEDIAN  INCOME  $9,500 

TOTAL  APPLICATIONS  111 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $253,907,593 

TOTAL  FEDERAL  AID  REQUEST  5112,506,119 

TOTAL  FEDERAL  AWARDS  555,616,504 


Core 


continued 


COMMUNITY 
APPLICANT /PROGRAM 

BOSTON  (Cont.) 

Boston  State  Hospital 

HEW/Mental  Health 
Boston  University 

HEW/Health  Serv.  Dev. 

VA/Health  Manpower 

Bunker  Hill  Community  College 

VA/Health  Manpower 
Education  Collaborative 

HEW/Older  Americans 
Harvard  Community  Health 

HEW/Health  Serv.  Dev. 
Laboure  Jr.  College 

VA/Health  Manpower 
MA.  College/Pharmacy 

VA/Health  Manpower 
MA.  Mental  Health  Research 

HEW/Children's  Services 
Neponset  Health  Center 

HEW/Facilities  Constr. 
New  England  Med.  Center 

HEW/Mental  Health 

Open  Harbor  School 

HEW/Mental  Health 
Roxbury  Comp.  Health  Center 

HEW/Health  Serv.  Dev. 
Roxbury  Multi-Serv.  Center 

HEW/Facilities  Constr. 
Simmons  College 

VA/Health  Manpower 
Trustees/Health  &  Hospitals 

HEW/Sudden  Infant  Death 
Upham's  Corner  Hlth.  Center 

HEW/Facilities  Constr. 

BROOKLINE 
Town 

HUD/CDBG  Entitlement 
HUD/CDBG  Innovative 
HUD/ 701  Comp.  Planning 


#  APPLIC. 

FILED 

BY 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST 

FEDERAL  AID  REQUEST 

APPL. 

/PROG. 

APPLICANT/PROGRAM 

APPLICANT/PROGRAM 

FEDERAL  ACTION 

1 

$      193,699 

$ 

145,274 

$    145,274 

1 

193,699 

145,274 

145,274 

3 

1,542,350 

816,801 

103,221 

1 

494,407 

494,407 

Pending 

2 

1,047,943 

322,394 

103,221 
(1  Disapproved) 

1 

70,596 

70,596 

90,237 

70,596 

70,596 

90,237 

1 

43,145 

34,470 

Pending 

43,145 

34,470 

Pending 

1 

1,096,021 

654,661 

Pending 

1,096,021 

654,661 

Pending 

1 

80,750 

80,750 

Pending 

80,750 

80,750 

Pending 

1 

37,767 

37,767 

Disapproved 

37,767 

37,767 

Disapproved 

1 

652,170 

357,170 

357,170 

652,170 

357,170 

357,170 

1 

1,053,420 

702,000 

Pending 

1,053,420 

702,000 

Pending 

4 

873,178 

873,178 

642,004 

873,178 

873,178 

642,004 
(1  Pending) 

1 

49,560 

49,560 

49,560 

49,560 

49,560 

49,560 

3 

5,011,637 

4 

,372,057 

3,992,334 

5,011,637 

4,372,057 

3,992,334 

1 

208,510 

165,000 

Pending 

208,510 

165,000 

Pending 

1 

68,287 

68,287 

Pending 

68,287 

68,287 

Pending 

1 

87,314 

87,314 

Pending 

87,314 

87,314 

Pending 

1 

600,000 

560,000 

530,100 

600,000 

560,000 

530,100 

3 

1,310,000 

1 

,295,000 

1,210,000 

3 

1,310,000 

1 

,295,000 

1,210,000 

1,180,000 

1,180,000 

1,180,000 

85,000 

85,000 

Pending 

45,000 

30,000 

30,000 

Core 


continued 


COMMUNITY 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 


CAMBRIDGE 
City 

HUD/CDBG  Entitlement 
Camb.  Econ.  Opport.  Council 

CSA/Community  Action 

Camb.-Somervllle  Legal  Serv. 

HEW/Older  Americans 
Inst . /Industrial  Launderers 

EPA/Water  Pollution 
Urban  Dev.  &  Invest.  Corp. 

Housing-Pearl  St.  Apts. 

CHELSEA 
City 

HUD/CDBG  Entitlement 
HUD/CDBG  Metro.  Balance 
HUD/CDBG  Innovative 
BOR/Land  &  Water  Conserv. 

Soldiers  Home 

VA/St.  Homes  Remodel. 

EVERETT 
City 

HUD/CDBG  Metro.  Balance 
HUD/CDBG  Suppl.  Balance 

SOMERVILLE 
City 

HUD/CDBG  Entitlement 
Justice/LEAA 

Housing  Authority 
Housing-Elderly 


#  APPLIC. 

FILED  BY 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST 

FEDERAL  AID  REQUEST 

APPL./PROG. 

APPLICANT/PROGRAM 

APPLICANT/PROGRAM 

FEDERAL  ACTION 

6 

$  4,950,389 

$   4 

,841,602 

$  3,811,400 

1 

3,758,000 

3 

,758,000 

3,746,000 

1 

3,758,000 

3,758,000 

3,746,000 

2 

450,405 

354,855 

65,400 

2 

450,405 

354,855 

65,400 
(1  Pending) 

1 

138,934 

138,934 

Pending 

1 

138,934 

138,934 

Pending 

1 

264,737 

251,500 

Undetermined 

1 

264,737 

251,500 

Undetermined 

1 

338,313 

338,313 

Disapproved 

1 

338,313 

338,313 

Disapproved 

6 

4,599,000 

3 

,546,800 

2,054,000 

5 

3,335,000 

2 

,824,500 

2,054,000 

1 

1,854,000 

1,854,000 

1,854,000 

1 

135,000 

100,000 

Pending 

1 

395  ,000 

395,000 

Pending 

2 

951,000 

475,500 

200,000 
(1  Pending) 

1 

1,264,000 

722,300 

Pending 

1 

1,264,000 

722,300 

Pending 

2 

2,575,000 

2 

,575,000 

100,000 

2 

2,575,000 

2 

,575,000 

100,000 

1 

100,000 

100,000 

Pending 

1 

2,475,000 

2,475,000 

100,000 

8 

1,520,551 

1^ 

,476,331 

867,432 

7 

1,030,231 

986,011 

867,432 

1 

745,000 

745,000 

749,000 

6 

285,000 

241,011 

118,432 
(1  Undetermined) 

1 

490,320 

490,320 

Pending 

1 

490,320 

490,320 

Pending 

Southeast 


COMMUNITY 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 

HULL 
Town 

HUD/CDBG  Entitlement 
HUD/CDBG  Metro.  Balance 
HUD/CDBG  Suppl.  Balance 
Houslng-Samoset  Apts. 

PEMBROKE 
Town 

HUD/CDBG  Suppl.  Balance 

QUINCY 
City 

HUD/CDBG  Entitlement 
Housing-Faxon  Commons 
EDA/Technical  Assistance 
Justice/LEAA 
Youth  Commission 
Justice/LEAA 

ROCKLAND 


Town 

HUD/CDBG  Metro.  Balance 
HUD/CDBG  Suppl.  Balance 

SCITUATE 
Town 

HUD/CDBG  Metro.  Balance 
HUD/CDBG  Suppl.  Balance 

WEYMOUTH 
Town 

HUD/CDBG  Entitlement 
HUD/ 701  Comp.  Planning 
Housing-Pleasant  St.  Apts. 


/~^V 

4^-^^^^^ 

i 

APPLIC 

< 

^MILTON  <^      —-Sri 

\                        COHASSET        \ 

FILED   BY 

TOTAl 

PROJECT   COST 

FEDERAL 

AID   REQUEST 

\.^^ .^   BRAINTHEE  1 

1    HIN8HAM    \       ,^'                     V. 
1                             S,^    SCITUATE       r 

> 

AP 

PL. /PROG. 

APPLICANT/PROGRAM 

APPLICANT/PROGRAM 

FEDERAL   ACTION 

XrANOOLW                 r                  ; 

\               /             -1 

[    ^'\             NORWELL         ^v^V 

] 

4 

$ 

713,000 

$ 

713,000 

$ 

416,000 

\   L      ' 

."  ^u-,         ,-^^^ 

^ 

4 

713,000 

713,000 

416,000 

mOCKLXND              V ,             J 

^ 

1 

356,000 

356,000 

356,000 

V'-"^'^ 

\             >                        V         >  MARSHFIELO  "^v 
\               \     HANOVER    1         2                                 \\ 

1 

100,000 

100,000 

Pending 

\  1         ,-/'   X 

^\ 

1 

100,000 

100,000 

60,000 

S^ 

1 

157,000 

157,000 

Pending 

\PEHBR0KE/ 

"vail 

1 

100,000 

100,000 

50,000 

r                  <..^      0UX8URY       ^^\ 

1 

1 

100,000 

100,000 

100,000 

100,000 

50,000 

50,000 

W~^ 

^  > 

6 

8,793,580 

8 

,765,963 

1 

,162,863 

5 

1 
1 
1 
2 

8,762,580 

983,000 

7,600,000 

88,000 

91,580 

8 

,738,063 

983,000 

7,600,000 

84,700 

70,363 

1 

,134,963 

983,000 

Pending 

89,700 

62,263 

TOTAL  POPULATION 

MEDIAN   INCOME 

TOTAL  APPLICATIONS 

363,988 

$12,050 

18 

1 

1 

31,000 

31,000 

27,900 

27,900 

27,900 

27,900 

TOTAL 

TOTAL  PROJECT   COST 
FEDERAL  AID   REQUEST 

515.396,580 
$15,307,963 

2 

2 

1 
1 

250,000 
250,000 

90,000 
160,000 

250,000 
250,000 

90,000 
160,000 

80,000 
80,000 

Pending 
80,000 

TOTAL   FEDERAL   AWARDS 

$2,115,863 

2 

248,000 

197,000 

25,000 

2 

1 
1 

248,000 

133,000 
115,000 

197,000 

82,000 
115,000 

25,000 

Pending 
25,000 

3 

5,292,000 

5 

,282,000 

382,000 

3 

1 

1 
1 

5,292,000 

362,000 

30,000 

4,900,000 

5 

,282,000 

362,000 

20,000 

4,900,000 

382,000 

362,000 

20,000 

Pending 

Southwest 


COMMUNITY 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 

#  APPLIC. 
FILED  BY 
APPL./PROG 

BELLINGHAM 

No.  Development  Trust 
Housing-Harmany  Hills 

Y 

CANTON 
Town 

HUD/CDBG  Suppl.  Balance 

DEDHAM 
Town 

HUD/CDBG  Entitlement 

FOXBOROUGH 
Town 

HUD/CDBG  Metro.  Balance 

MEDFIELD 
Town 

HUD/CDBG  Suppl.  Balance 

i 

MEDWAY 

J.  David  Health  Facility 
HUD/Nursing  Home 

Y 

MILFORD 
Town 

HUD/CDBG  Non-Metro  Balance 

Y 

NORWOOD 

Ellis  Nursing  Home 
HUD/Nursing  Home 

Y 

WALPOLE 
Town 

HUD/CDBG  Suppl.  Balance 

Y 

WRENTHAM 
Town 

2 
2 

HUD/CDBG  Metro.  Balance 
HUD/CDBG  Suppl.  Balance 


TOTAL  PROJECT  COST 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 

Undetermined 
Undetermined 

Undetermined 

306,500 
306,500 

306,500 

6,000 
6,000 

6,000 

75,000 
75,000 

75,000 

50,000 
50,000 

50,000 

1,500,000 
1,500,000 

1,500,000 

10,000 
10,000 

10,000 

3,300,000 
3,300,000 

3,300,000 

300,000 
300,000 

300,000 

330,000 
330,000 

97,000 
233,000 


FEDERAL  AID  REQUEST 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 

$    Undetermined 
Undetermined 

Undetermined 

306,500 
306,500 

306,500 

6,000 
6,000 

6,000 

75,000 
75,000 

75,000 

50,000 
50,000 

50,000 

1,500,000 
1,500,000 

1,500,000 

10,000 
10,000 

10,000 

3,300,000 
3,300,000 

3,300,000 

300,000 
300,000 

300,000 

330,000 
330,000 

97,000 
233,000 


FEDERAL  ACTION 

Pending 
Pending 

Pending 

30,000 
30,000 

30,000 

6,000 
6,000 

6,000 

Pending 
Pending 

Pending 

25,000 
25,000 

25,000 

Pending 
Pending 

Pending 

10,000 
10,000 

10,000 

Pending 
Pending 

Pending 

33,000 
33,000 

33,000 

48,000 
48,000 
Pending 
48,000 


TOTAL  POPULATION  242,361 

MEDIAN  INCOME  $12,256 

TOTAL  APPLICATIONS  11 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $5,877,500 

TOTAL  FEDERAL  AID  REQUEST  $5,877,500 

TOTAL  FEDERAL  AWARDS  $152,000 


West 


//  APPLIC. 

COMWNITY 

FILED  BY 

TOTAL 

PROJECT  COST 

FEDERAL  AID  REQUEST 

APPLICANT/PROGRAM 

APPL./PROG. 

APPLICANT/PROGRAM 

APPLICANT/PROGRAM 

FEDERAL  AOfflON 

ASHLAND 

1 

$     3 

,A36,025 

$    3 

436,025 

$    Pending 

Ashland  Apt.  Assoc. 

1 

3 

,A36,025 

3 

436,025 

Pending 

Housing-Ardmore  Apts. 

1 

3,436,025 

3,436,025 

Pending 

FRAMINGHAM 

3 

453, A17 

421,020 

384,000 

Town 

3 

453,417 

421,020 

384,000 

HUD/CDBG  Entitlement 

1 

364,000 

364,000 

364,000 

HUD/ 701  Comp.  Planning 

1 

30,000 

20,000 

20,000 

HEW/Runaway  Youth 

1 

59,417 

37,020 

Pending 

MARLBOROUGH 

2 

1 

938,000 

1 

720,500 

1,716,600 

City 

2 

1 

938,000 

1 

720,500 

1,716,600 

HUD/CDBG  Entitlement 

1 

1,068,000 

1,068,000 

1,068,000 

EPA/Wastewater  Treatment 

1 

870,000 

652,500 

648,600 

NATICK 

2 

200,000 

200,000 

36,000 

Town 

2 

200,000 

200,000 

36,000 

HUD/CDBG  Metro.  Balance 

1 

100,000 

100,000 

Pending 

HUD/CDBG  Suppl.  Balance 

1 

100,000 

100,000 

36,000 

NEEDHAM 

1 

2 

,155,711 

1 

940,194 

Rejected 

Claude  Miguel  Assoc. 

1 

2 

,155,711 

1 

940,194 

Rejected 

Housing-Nehoiden  Glen 

1 

2,155,711 

1,940,194 

Rejected 

NEWTON 

7 

21 

,413,813 

21 

,344,700 

746,000 

City 

3 

848,113 

779,000 

746,000 

HUD/CDBG  Entitlement 

1 

711,000 

711,000 

711,000 

HUD/701  Comp.  Planning 

1 

70,000 

35,000 

35,000 

EPA/Solid  Waste  Recovery 

1 

67,113 

33,000 

Pending 

Housing  Authority 

2 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Pending 

Housing-Paul  St.  Elderly 

1 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Pending 

Housing-Stanford  St.  Family 

1 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Pending 

New  Falls  Assoc. 

1 

2 

,065,700 

2 

,065,700 

Pending 

Housing-New  Falls  Apts. 

1 

2,065,700 

2,065,700 

Pending 

Carabetta  Enterprises 

1 

18 

,500,000 

18 

,500,000 

Pending 

Housing-Chestnut  Hill  Towe 

r 

1 

18,500,000 

18,500,000 

Pending 

SUDBURY 

2 

130,000 

130,000 

30,000 

Town 

2 

130,000 

130,000 

30,000 

HUD/CDBG  Metro.  Balance 

1 

30,000 

30,000 

Pending 

HUD/CDBG  Suppl.  Balance 

1 

100,000 

100,000 

30,000 

WELLESLEY 

1 

788,000 

394,000 

Pending 

Town 

1 

788,000 

394,000 

Pending 

EPA/Lake  Management 

1 

788,000 

394,000 

Pending 

TOTAL  POPULATION  366,357 

MEDIAN  INCOME  $14,328 

TOTAL  APPLICATIONS  19 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $30,514,966 

TOTAL  FEDERAL  AID  REQUEST  $29,586,439 

TOTAL  FEDERAL  AWARDS  $2,912,600 


Northwest 


COMMUNITY 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 


ARLINGTON 
Town 

HUD/CDBG  Entitlement 
HUD/ 701  Comp.  Planning 
BOR/Land  &  Water  Conserv. 
Justice/LEAA 

BEDFORD 


Town 

HUD/CDBG  Suppl.  Balance 
Middlesex  Comm.  College 

VA/Health  Manpower 


#  APPLIC. 
FILED  BY 
APPL . /PROG . 


CONCORD 

Emerson  Hospital 
HEW/Mental  Health 

2 
2 

LEXINGTON 
Town 

HUD/CDBG  Innovative 

J 

WALTHAM 
City 

HUD/CDBG  Entitlement 

Y 

WATERTOWN 
Town 

Y 

HUD/CDBG  Metro.  Balance 


TOTAL  PROJECT  COST 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 

494,425 
494,425 

313,000 

22,000 

144,250 

15,175 

919,916 
100,000 

100,000 
819,916 

819,916 


1,879,101 
1,879,101 

1,879,101 

600,000 
600,000 

600,000 

428,000 
428,000 

428,000 

100,000 
100,000 

100,000 


FEDERAL  AID  REQUEST 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 


413,700 


413,700 

313,000 
15,000 
72,125 
13,575 

919,916 
100,000 

100,000 
819,916 

819,916 


339,444 
339,444 

339,444 

600,000 
600,000 

600,000 

428,000 
428,000 

428,000 

100,000 
100,000 

100,000 


FEDERAL  ACTION 


413,700 

413,700 

313,000 
15,000 
72,125 
13,575 

34,786 
Disapproved 
Disapproved 
34,786 

34,786 
(1  Disapproved) 
(1  Pending    ) 

349,329 
349,329 

349,329 

Pending 
Pending 

Pending 

429,000 
429,000 

429,000 

Pending 
Pending 

Pending 


TOTAL  POPULATION  292,883 

MEDIAN  INCOME  $12,824 

TOTAL  APPLICATIONS  13 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $4,421,442 

TOTAL  FEDERAL  AID  REQUEST  $2,801,060 

TOTAL  FEDERAL  AWARDS  $1,226,815 


North 


COMMUNITY 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 


MALDEN 
City 

HUD/CDBG  Entitlement 
HUD/CDBG  Urgent  Needs 
BOR/Land  &  Water  Conserv. 

MEDFORD 
City 

^UD/CDBG  Entitlement 
HUD/ 701  Comp.  Planning 

MELROSE 
City 

HUD/CDBG  Metro.  Balance 
HUD/CDBG  Suppl.  Balance 
Melrose-Wakefield  Hospital 
HEW/Facilities  Construe. 


NORTH  READING 
Town 

HUD/CDBG  Suppl. 

READING 
Town 

HUD/CDBG  Metro. 
HUD/CDBG  Suppl. 

WILMINGTON 


Balance 


Balance 
Balance 


Town 

HUD/CDBG  Metro.  Balance 
HUD/CDBG  Suppl.  Balance 
EPA/Was tewater  Treatment 

WINCHESTER 
Town 

HUD/CDBG  Suppl.  Balance 


#  APPLIC. 
FILED  BY 
APPL./PROG. 


TOTAL  PROJECT  COST 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 

$     7,204,700 
7,204,700 

4,546,000 

2,000,000 

658,700 

438,500 
438,500 

401,000 
37,500 

11,752,533 
321,233 

221,333 
100,000 
11,431,200 

11,431,200 

100,000 
100,000 

100,000 

200,000 
200,000 

100,000 
100,000 

7,192,500 
7,192,500 

100,000 

92,500 

7,000,000 

225,000 
225,000 

225,000 


FEDERAL  AID  REQUEST 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 


FEDERAL  ACTION 


6 

796,000 

$  4,836,800 

6 

,796,000 

4,836,800 

4,546,000 

4,546,000 

2,000,000 

Pending 

250,000 

290,800 

426,000 

426,000 

426,000 

426,000 

401,000 

401,000 

25,000 

25,000 

7 

,000,000 

8,706,971 

200,000  . 

100,000 

100,000 

Pending 

100,000 

100,000 

6 

,800,000 

8,606,971 

6,800,000 

8,606,971 

100,000 

Disapproved 

100,000 

Disapproved 

100,000 

Disapproved 

200,000 

26,000 

200,000 

26,000 

100,000 

Pending 

100,000 

26,000 

4 

,469,000 

25,000 

4 

,469,000 

25,000 

100,000 

Pending 

92,500 

25,000 

4,276,500 

Pending 

225,000 

25,000 

225,000 

25,000 

225,000 

25,000 

TOTAL  POPULATION  347,261 

MEDIAN  INCOME  $11,950 

TOTAL  APPLICATIONS  15 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $27,113,233 

TOTAL  FEDERAL  AID  REQUEST  $19,216,000 

TOTAL  FEDERAL  AWARDS  $14,045,771 


Northeast 


//  APPLIC. 

COMMUNITY 

FILED 

BY 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST 

APPLICANT/PROGRAM 

APPL. 

/PROG. 

APPLICANT/PROGRAM 

BEVERLY 

2 

$ 

200,000 

City 

2 

200,000 

HUD/CDBG  Metro.  Balance 

1 

100,000 

HUD/CDBG  Suppl.  Balance 

1 

100,000 

GLOUCESTER 

3 

5 

455,613 

City 

2 

1 

325,028 

HUD/CDBG  Entitlement 

1 

1,138,000 

.Housing-Chisholm  Court 

1 

187,028 

OEDC 

1 

A 

,130,585 

EDA/Special  Econ.  Asst. 

1 

4,130,585 

HAMILTON 

1 

19,379 

Town 

1 

19,379 

HUD/CDBG  Suppl.  Balance 

1 

19,379 

IPSWICH 

2 

503,728 

Town 

1 

100,000 

HUD/CDBG  Non  Metro.  Balance 

1 

100,000 

MA.  Dept.  of  Coram.  Affairs 

1 

403,728 

Housing-Elderly  Housing 

1 

403,728 

LYNN 

5 

16 

,077,548 

City 

2 

3 

,538,500 

HUD/CDBG  Entitlement 

1 

3,227,000 

HUD/CDBG  Innovative 

1 

361,500 

Lynn  Econ.  Opportunity 

1 

139,788 

CSA/Community  Action 

1 

139,788 

Sonnenblick-Goldman  Corp. 

1 

10 

,057,760 

Housing-Ocean  Shores 

1 

10,057,760 

Ferris  Road  Nursing  Home 

1 

2 

,291,500 

HUD-Nursing  Home 

1 

2,291,500 

PEABODY 

5 

935,212 

City 

4 

844,500 

HUD/CDBG  Entitlement 

1 

282,000 

HUD/CDBG  Metro.  Balance 

1 

100,000 

HUD/CDBG  Suppl.  Blance 

1 

100,000 

BOR/Land  &  Water  Conser. 

1 

362,500 

No.  Shore  Health  Plan. 

1 

90,712 

HEW/Comp.  Health  Plan. 

1 

90,712 

FEDERAL  AID  REQUEST 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 


FEDERAL  ACTION 


200,000 

$ 

70,000 

200,000 

70,000 

100,000 

Pending 

100,000 

70,000 

4 

,042,193 

7 

438,000 

1 

,325,028 

1 

,138,000 

1,138,000 

1,138,000 

187,028 

Pending 

2 

,717,165 

6 

,300,000 

2,717,165 

6,300,000 

19,379 

19,000 

19,379 

19,000 

19,379 

19,000 

503,728 

100,000 

100,000 

100,000 

100,000 

100,000 

403,728 

Pending 

403,728 

Pending 

14 

,419,788 

3 

,227,000 

3 

,488,500 

3 

,227,000 

3,227,000 

3,227,000 

261,500 

Pending 

139,788 

Pending 

139,788 

Pending 

8 

500,000 

Pending 

8,500,000 

Pending 

2 

291,500 

Pending 

2,291,500 

Pending 

731,285 

785,289 

663,250 

782,000 

282,000 

282,000 

100,000 

Pending 

100,000 

Disapproved 

181,250 

500,000 

68,035 

3,289 

68,035 

3,289 

TOTAL  POPULATION 

MEDIAN  INCOME 

TOTAL  APPLICATIONS 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST 

TOTAL  FEDERAL  AID  REQUEST 

TOTAL  FEDERAL  AWARDS 


438,631 

$11,029 

34 

$35,244,980 

$31,743,973 

$15,356,589 


Northeast 


continued 


COMMUNITY 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 


REVERE 

City 

HUD/CDBG  Entitlement 
HUD/CDBG  Metro.  Balance 
HUD/CDBG  Suppl.  Balance 
EDA/Tech.  Asst. 

Housing  Authority 
Housing-Walnut  Ave. 

Hebrew  Rehab. /For  The  Aged 
Housing-Elderly  Housing 

ROCKPORT 
Town 

HUD/CDBG  Non  Metro.  Balance 
EPA/Wastewater  Treatment 

SALEM 
City 

HUD/CDBG  Entitlement 
HUD/CDBG  Metro.  Balance 
HUD/CDBG  Suppl.  Balance 

SAUGUS 
Town 

HUD/CDBG  Metro.  Balance 
HUD/CDBG  Suppl.  Balance 
HUD/CDBG  Innovative 

WINTHROP 
Town 

HUD/CDBG  Metro.  Balance 
HUD/CDBG  Suppl.  Balance 


#  APPLIC. 

FILED  BY 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST 

FEDERAL  AID  REQUEST 

APPL./PROG. 

APPLICANT/PROGRAM 

APPLICANT/PROGRAM 

FEDERAL  ACTION 

6 

$     9,001,700 

$      8,891,000         $ 

l_ 

,329,300 

4 

401,700 

291,000 

105,000 

1 

30,000 

30,000 

30,000 

1 

95,000 

95,000 

Pending 

1 

100,000 

100,000 

75,000 

1 

176,700 

66,000 

Disapproved 

1 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Pending 

1 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

Pending 

1 

8,600,000 

8,600,000 

1 

,224,300 

1 

8,600,000 

8,600,000 

1,224,300 

2 

1,195,800 

1,080,600 

1 

,300,000 

2 

1,195,800 

1,080,600 

1 

,300,000 

1 

100,000 

100,000 

100,000 

1 

1,095,800 

980,600 

1,200,000 

3 

1,102,000 

1,102,000 

1 

027,000 

3 

1,102,000 

1,102,000 

1 

027,000 

1 

992,000 

992,000 

992,000 

1 

75,000 

75,000 

Pending 

1 

35,000 

35,000 

35,000 

3 

549,000 

549,000 

61,000 

3 

549,000 

549,000 

61,000 

1 

100,000 

100,000 

Pending 

1 

138,000 

138,000 

61,000 

1 

311,000 

311,000 

Pending 

2 

205,000 

205,000 

Pending 

2 

205,000 

205,000 

Pending 

1 

65,000 

65,000 

Pending 

1 

140,000 

140,000 

Disapproved 

Areawide 


MULTI-COMMUNITY  PROJECT 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 

ALLIANCE  FOR  CORR.  DEVELOPMENT 

(Norfolk  County) 

Justice/LEAA 

AREA  3  ON  AGING 
(Region  3  Health  Dist.) 
HEW/Older  Americans 

ATP  EDUCATION  FUND 
(New  England) 
EDA/Tech.  Asst. 

BOSTON 

(Suffolk  County) 
Justice/LEAA 

CHELSEA 

(5  Communities) 
HEW/Rodent  Control 

EASTERN  MIDDLESEX  HUMAN  RESOURCES 
DEV.  COUNCIL 
(5  Coimnunities) 

DOL/CETA 

CSA/Youth  Recreation 

EDUCATION  DEVEL.  CENTER 
(3  Communities) 

HEW/Health  Serv.  Research 

ESSEX  COUNTY 
(3A  Communities) 
Justice/LEAA 

HEALTH  PLANNING  COUNCIL  FOR 

GREATER  BOSTON 

(6A  Communities) 

HEW/HSA  Designation 
HEW/ Areawide  Hlth.  Plan. 


#  APPLIC 
FILED  BY 
APPL./PROG 


TOTAL  PROJECT  COST 

FEDERAL  AID  REQUEST 

)G. 

APPLICANT/PROGRAM 

APPLICANT/PROGRAM 

FEDERAL  ACTION 

$      145,145 

$      145,145 

$  Unable  to 
verify 

1 

145,145 

145,145 

Undetermined 

562,675 

562,675 

Pending 

1 

562,675 

562,675 

Pending 

133,193 

99,793 

5,000 

1 

133,193 

99,793 

5,000 

90,068 

85,328 

58,840 

1 

90,068 

85,328 

58,840 

218,500 

214,500 

Withdrawn 

1 

218,500 

214,500 

Withdrawn 

10,459,527 

7,963,553 

7,963,553 

4 

10,391,310 

7,917,313 

7,917,313 

1 

68,217 

46,240 

46,240 

90,000 

90,000 

Pending 

1 

90,000 

90,000 

Pending 

112,619 

101,358 

105,013 

1 

112,619 

101,358 

105,013 

1,420,735 

1,343,692 

337,096 

1 

1,112,564 

1,112,564 

324,749 

1 

308.171 

231,128 

12,347 

TOTAL  APPLICATIONS  58 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $938,620,471 

TOTAL  FEDERAL  AID  REQUEST  $744,956,245 

TOTAL  FEDERAL  AWARDS  $31,353,232 


Areawide 

continued 


MULTI-COMMUNITY  PROJECT 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 

INDUSTRIAL  RESOURCES 
(27  Connnunities) 
HEW/NIAAA  Alcohol  Demo. 

LAWYERS  COMMISSION  ON 
CIVIL  RIGHTS 
(Statewide) 
Justice/LEAA 

MA.  BAR  ASSOCIATION 
(Suffolk  County) 
Justice/LEAA 

M.B.T.A. 


(79  Communities) 
UMTA/Capital  Improvements 

UMTA/Operatlng  Asst. 

MA.  COLLEGE  OF  PHARMACY 
(New  England) 

VA/Health  Manpower 

MA.  COMMISSIONER  OF  PROBATION 
(Statewide) 
Justice/LEAA 

MA.  DEPARTMENT  OF  ENVIR. 

MANAGEMENT 

(Northeastern  MA.) 

EPA/Resource  Recovery 

MA.  DEPT.  OF  ENVIR.  QUALITY 

ENGINEERING 

(Statewide) 

EPA/Water  Quality 

MA.  DIVISION  OF  WATER  RESOURCES 
(Statewide)  "  ~ 

WRC/Water  Res.  Planning 


#  APPLIC. 
FILED  BY 
APPL./PROG. 


TOTAL  PROJECT  COST 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 

$     429,764 

429,764 
80.245 

80,245 
264,267 

264,267 
913,194,165 

890,849,101 
22,345,064 
86,911 

86,911 
830,295 

830,295 

100,000 

100,000 

426,000 

426,000 

491,983 

491,983 


FEDERAL  AID  REQUEST 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 


FEDERAL  ACTION 


323,583 

$    Rejected 

323,583 

Rejected 

38,000 

Unable  to 

verify 

38,000 

Undetermined 

264,267 

Pending 

264,267 

Pending 

725,021,694 

17,413,646 

713,849,162 

6,241,114 

(4  Pending) 

11,172,532 

11,172,532 

86,911 

Disapproved 

86,911 

Disapproved 

747,265 

412,302 

747,265 

412,302 

50,000 

25,000 

50,000 

25,000 

320,000 

320,000 

320,000 

320,000 

95,100 

95,100 

95,100 

95,100 

Areawide 

continued 


MULTI-COMMUNITY  PROJECT 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 

MA.  EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  ENV.  AFFAIRS 
(Statewide) 

DOC/Coastal  Zone  Management 

EPA/Air  Pollution  Control 

MA.  EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  TRANS.  & 

CONSTRUCT . 

(Statewide) 

UMTA/Technical  Studies 

MA.  HEALTH  RESEARCH  INSTITUTE 
(New  England) 
HEW/Health  Serv.  Research 

MA.  OFFICE  OF  STATE  PLANNING 
(Statewide) 
HUD/ 701  Comp.  Planning 

MA.  SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT 

(Statewide) 
Justice/LEAA 

MAYFLOWER  MENTAL  HEALTH 
(5  Communities) 
HEW/Community  Mental  Health 

MEADOWHOUSE,  INC. 
(4  Communities) 
HEW/Runaway  Youth 

METRO.  PLANNING  ORGANIZATION 
(Areawide) 
UMTA/FHWA  Systems  Planning 

MIDDLESEX  COUNTY 

(54  Communities) 

Justice/LEAA 


#  APPLIC. 
FILED  BY 
APPL . /PROG . 


TOTAL  PROJECT  COST 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 

$    2,755,837 

825,495 
1,930,342 


248,865 

248,865 
97,509 

97,509 
1,125,000 

1,125,000 
150,000 

150,000 
64,745 

64,745 
99,300 

99,300 
1,855,500 

1,855,500 
534,910 

534,910 


FEDERAL  AID  REQUEST 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 

FEDERAL  ACTION 

$    1,985,330 

$   1,942,741 

770,330 
1,215,000 

822,000 
1,120,741 

199,092 

199,092 

199,092 

199,092 

97,509 

159,320 

97,509 

159,320 

750,000 

540,000 

750,000 

540,000 

135,000 

Unable  to 
verify 

135,000 

Undetermined 

60,006 

Pending 

60,006 

Pending 

24,300 

Pending 

24,300 

Pending 

1,668,000 

750,000 

1.668,000 

750,000 

481,419 

243,130 

481,419 

243,130 
(1  Pending) 

Areawide 

continued 


MULTI-COMMUNITY  PROJECT 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 

NEW  ENGLAND  CORRECTIONAL 
COORDINATING  COUNCIL 
(New  England) 
Justlce/LEAA 

NORFOLK  COUNTY 
(25  Communities) 
Justice/LEAA 

NORTH  SHORE  FAMILY  PLANNING  COUNCIL 
(27  Communities) 

HEW/Family  Planning 

QUINCY  RETIRED  SENIOR  VOLUNTEER 
PROGRAM 

(7  Communities) 
ACTION/RSVP 

PRISONERS  RIGHTS  PROJECT 
(MA.  Correctional  Institutes) 
Justice/LEAA 

REGION  VII  COMPREHENSIVE  HEALTH 

PLAMNING 

(71  Communities) 

HEW/HSA  Designation 

HEW/Areawide  Hlth.  Plan. 

SARGENT  COLLEGE 
(Statewide) 

VA/Health  Manpower 

SOUTH  MIDDLESEX  OPPORTUNITIES 

COUNCIL 

(9  Communities) 

CSA/Community  Action 

SOUTHERN  ESSEX  SOLID  WASTE  COUNCIL 
(lA  Communities) 

EPA/Resource  Recovery 


//  APPLIC. 
FILED  BY 
APPL./PROG. 


TOTAL  PROJECT  COST 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 

$     266,838 

266,838 
170,548 

170,548 
345,895 

345,895 

69,213 

69,213 
617,329 

617,329 

576,502 


FEDERAL  AID  REQUEST 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 

$     173.922 


173,922 
153,492 

153,492 
180,000 

180,000 

40.338 

40,338 
517,654 

517,  654 

576.502 


FEDERAL  ACTION 

$    Unable  to 
verify 

Undetermined 

132,573 

132,573 
Pending 

Pending 

40.752 

40,752 
310,000 

310,000 

204,074 


465,000 

465,000 

176,800 

111,502 

111,502 

27,274 

82,383 

57,175 

Relected 

82,383 

57,175 

Rejected 

128,000 

96,000 

96,000 

128,000 

96,000 

96,000 

49,450 

49,450 

Rejected 

49,450 

49,450 

Rejected 

Areawide 

continued 


MULTI-COMMUNITY  PROJECT 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 

TECHNICAL  DEVELOPMENT  CORPORATION 
(3  Communities) 
CSA/Energy  Conservation 

TOGETHER,  INC. 

(Marlborough,  Hudson) 
Justice/LEAA 


#  APPLIC. 
FILED  BY 
APPL./PROG. 


TOTAL  PROJECT  COST 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 

$     209,920 

209,920 
36,635 

36,635 


FEDERAL  AID  REQUEST 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 

$     125,220 

125,220 
32,972 

32,972 


FEDERAL  ACTION 

$     Rejected 

Rejected 

Unable  to 
verify 

Undetermined 


The  Environment  Versus  Development: 
Peaceful  Coexistence 


The  Coimnonwealth  of  Massachusetts  has  followed  the  urgings  of  the 
federal  government  and  instituted  a  review  system  aimed  at  protecting  the 
state's  environment  while  promoting  sensible  growth  and  development.   This 
has  been  accomplished  through  the  efforts  of  the  Executive  Office  of 
Environmental  Affairs  (EOEA)  which  serves  as  the  state's  watchman  on 
environmental  matters. 

Chapter  30,  Section  62  of  the  Massachusetts  General  Laws  charges 
EOEA  with  the  responsibility  for  reviewing  the  potential  impacts  of 
proposed  development  upon  the  environment.   EOEA  requires  both  public 
agencies  and  private  organizations,  which  need  a  license  or  permit  prior 
to  initiation  of  development,  to  submit  a  brief  assessment  of  the  action 
to  be  undertaken  and  the  potential  impacts  that  could  occur.   The 
appropriate  regional  planning  agencies  have  the  opportunity  to  review 
these  assessment  forms  as  do  state  and  local  boards  with  special  expertise 
in  the  environmental  field.   Laboring  under  the  15  calendar  day 
evaluation  period  imposed  on  reviewing  agencies,  the  Council  coordinates 
its  analysis  with  local  officials  residing  in  communities  affected  by  the 
planned  development.   A  summary  of  our  findings  is  prepared  and 
forwarded  to  EOEA  which  considers  these  comments  and  then  decides  if  a 
further  environmental  impact  report  is  warranted. 

In  FY76,  the  MAPC  processed  103  state  environmental  assessment  forms 
(EAFs).   This  map  locates  and  symbolically  describes  those  activities 
scheduled  to  occur  in  the  region. 


In  most  cases,  few  substantive  issues  were  raised.   In  others,  we 
suggested  that  further  design  studies  be  undertaken,  more  detailed 
analysis  of  possible  impacts  be  explored,  or  close  monitoring  of  an 
activity's  progress  be  conducted.   In  some  instances,  we  issued  strong 
opposition. 


Location  of  Proposals 

Reviewed  under 

State    Environmental  Laws 
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Prepared  By      Metropolitan     Area    Planning     Council 


Oak  Square  Apartmen-t  s ,  Brighton  -  Located  between  Adair 
Road  and  Dunboy  Street,  the  86-unit  elderly  housing 
project  would  consist  of  seven  3-story  buildings.  The 
Council  staff  concluded  from  the  information  received 
that  there  appeared  to  be  a  number  of  significant 
physical  constraints  to  the  construction  of  elderly 
housing  on  this  site.  The  most  serious  concerns 
involved  the  slope  of  the  site,  vhich  might  contribute 
to  drainage  and  erosion  problems  and  would  make 
adequate  and  suitable  parking  a  fairly  difficult 
proposition,  and  the  problems  of  low  water  pressure  to 
existing  adjacent  residential  properties  which 
apparently  would  be  exacerbated  by  this  development. 
Finally,  it  appeared  to  us  that  the  grade  of  Adair 
Road  and  Dunboy  Street  significantly  limited  the 
pedestrian  access  of  the  project's  elderly  residents 
who  would  likely  want  to  make  use  of  nearby 
commercial  facilities  in  Oak  Square  and  bus  service 
along  Faneuil  Street.  EOEA  overruled  our  negative 
comments,  however,  and  issued  a  statement  that  the 
EAF  for  the  Oak  Square  Apaitments  adequately  end 
properly  complied  with  governing  regulations. 

Oak  Street  Apartments,  Walpole  -  The  Housing  Appeals 
Committee  of  the  Department  of  Community  Affairs 
(DCA)  determined  that  the  construction  of  252  units 
of  low  and  moderate  income  housing  on  a  36-acre 
site  in  Walpole  would  not  cause  significant  environ- 
mental damage.  The  Walpole  Board  of  Appeal  had 
previously  denied  the  application  for  a  comprehensive 
permit  citing  the  increased  potential  for  traffic 
accidents,  the  additional  strain  on  the  drainage 
system,  the  problem  of  frequent  flooding  in  the  area, 
and  the  proximity  of  the  site  to  a  liquefied 
petroleum  gas  storage  tank  and  to  the  Penn  Central 
Railroad  Line.  The  Council  housing  staff  urged  DCA 
to  recommend  the  preparation  of  a  standard  environ- 
mental report  in  order  to  insure  that  no 
significant  damage  would  result  from  the  proposed 
activity.  Given  the  high  water  table  and  the 
present  flooding  problems  in  the  area,  as  well  as 
the  existing  topographical  and  hydrological 
featixres  of  the  site,  we  felt  that  a  detailed 
engineering  study  was  necessary  to  determine  if  the 
proposed  ponding  of  storm  drainage  could  adequately 
handle  expected  runoff  on  the  site.  Furthermore, 
the  Council  suggested  that  the  developer  consider 
providing  adequate  children's  play  areas  with  no 
access  to  the  railroad  bed  and  power  transmission 
lines.   In  conclusion,  we  stressed  the  importance 
of  resolving  these  issues  so  that  the  housing  needs 


of  the  town  of  Walpole  could  te   met.  EOEA  also 
determined  that  the  EAF  was  inadequate  and  requested 
DCA  to  reevaluate  the  project  and  prepare  a  new 
assessment. 

Pond  View  Glen,  Melrose  -  Both  the  Council  and  city- 
officials  in  Melrose  expressed  dissatisfaction  with 
a  planned  llli-unit  elderly  housing  project  on 
Swain's  Pond.  The  Melrose  Conservation  Commission 
articulated  the  community's  concern  for  the 
protection  of  Swain's  Pond  and  surrounding  wetland 
and  for  the  preservation  of  the  area's  open  space 
qualities.  Further,  the  city's  proposal  for  the 
protection  of  the  Swain's  Pond  area  was  supported 
by  a  similar  proposal  found  in  the  MAPC's  recently 
updated  Regional  Open  Space  Plan,  Volume  I.  The 
Council  housing  staff  agreed  that  this  was  an 
inappropriate  site  for  elderly  housing  due  to  its 
remoteness  from  community  facilities,  public 
transportation,  and  shopping  as  well  as  its 
location  within  one  of  Melrose's  few  remaining 
aesthetically  pleasing  open  areas.  We  recommended 
that  a  more  appropriate  site  be  found  for  this 
much  needed  proposal.  These  comments  were  forwarded 
to  EOEA  which  concluded  that  the  proposal  properly 
complied  with  environmental  protection  regulations. 
In  a  second  letter  to  EOEA,  the  Council  reiterated 
the  necessity  for  more  in-depth  environmental 
study.  A  meeting  of  all  interested  parties  to 
further  discuss  the  issues  was  called  at  which 
time  EOEA  agreed  to  consider  a  reversal  of  its 
original  decision  only  after  Melrose  city  officials 
and  the  MAPC  sent  additional  information  substan- 
tiating our  concerns.  The  Council  forwarded  a  copy 
of  the  open  space  policy  which  served  as  the  basis 
for  our  decision  that  the  elderly  housing  project 
conflicted  with  adopted  goals  for  that  area.  We 
asked  that  EOEA  "recognize  the  inappropriateness  of 
this  site  for  residential  use  and  make  every  effort 
not  to  undo  the  promise  of  the  city  of  Melrose's 
Open  Space  Planning  Program  and  MAPC ' s  Regional 
Open  Space  Program".  Late  in  June  of  this  year,  we 
received  a  lengthy  letter  from  EOEA  in  which 
Ms.  Evelyn  F.  Murphy,  Secretary  of  the  Office,  con- 
cluded: 

There  is  nothing  in  the  record  before  me 
which  suggests  that  the  proposed  develop- 
ment is  of  a  scale  or  design  which 
threatens  the  environment  in  a  signifi- 
cant manner.  Accordingly. . .it  is  my 
judgement  that  an  environmental  impact 


report  is  not  required  and  I  hereby 
decline  to  require  the  preparation  and 
filing  of  such  a  report. 

Had  Secretary  Miirphy  reversed  her  original  decision,  the  Coixncil  and 
local  officials  would  have  had  the  opportunity  to  peruse  a  more  detailed 
study  describing  probable  impacts  of  the  project  upon  the  environment, 
alternatives  to  the  proposed  action,  and  measures  utilized  to  minimize 
environmental  damage.  In  fiscal  1976,  30  environmental  impact  reports 
(EIRs)  received  extensive  and  thorough  consideration  by  the  MAPC  staff, 
supported  by  local  boards  concerned  with  development  activities  occurring 
in  their  respective  communities.  A  brief  description  of  each  EIR  is 
found  in  Appendix  II.  Federal  regulations,  as  well  as  state  laws,  require 
the  preparation  of  an  EIR  in  advance  of  major  action  that  may  signifi- 
cantly affect  the  quality  of  the  human  environment.   In  order  to  avoid 
unnecessary  duplication  of  effort,  federal  impact  statements  are  able  to 
be  submitted  in  lieu  of  state  reports.  Appropriate  state,  regional,  and 
local  environmental  agencies  as  well  as  the  public  are  included  in  the 
decision-making  process. 

In  the  30  environmental  reviews  conducted  by  the  Council  last  year, 
we  made  major  recommendations  or  voiced  strong  concerns  in  several 
instances : 

(1)  Wonderland  Plaza  Shopping  Center,  Revere  -  The  Council  urged 
EOEA  to  reject  the  EIR  as  it  failed  to  address  many  of  the  critical 
issues  related  to  the  project.  The  report  completely  ignored  the  social, 
economic,  and  traffic  circulation  implications  that  Wonderland  Plaza 
would  have  on  the  proposed  Revere  Beach  Redevelopment  project.  In 
addition,  the  shopping  center  would  be  located  on  Route  CI,  one  of  the 
more  heavily  travelled  and  congested  highways  in  the  Commonwealth.  The 
Coxmcil  xirged  that  a  detailed  traffic  study  be  conducted.  Moreover,  the 
report  did  not  discuss  potential  flooding  problems  on  the  site  which  is^ 
located  in  a  wetland  eirea.  In  conclusion,  we  determined  that  the  EIR  did 
not  meet  the  requirements  of  the  Massachusetts  Environmental  Protection 
Act  and  should  therefore  be  rejected. 

(2)  Waterfront  Urban  Renewal,  Gloucester  -  An  area  of  approximately 
three  acres,  at  the  terminus  of  the  Inner  Harbor  of  the  North  Channel 
across  the  front  of  the  shoreline,  would  be  filled  in  order  to  expand  the 
facilities  of  the  Inner  Harbor.  The  Council  agreed  that  the  proposed 
project  would  enhance  the  Gloucester  waterfront  and  improve  business 
conditions  in  the  area.  The  creation  of  additional  jobs  woiold  also  be  a 
beneficial  consequence.  However,  as  the  plan  included  filling  three 
acres  of  harbor,  all  feasible  alternatives  needed  to  be  studied  carefully. 
Along  with  this,  alternative  means  for  increasing  the  tidal  exchange 
within  the  harbor  ought  to  be  addressed.  If  a  solution  to  this  problem 
could  be  found,  it  would  help  to  lower  pollution  in  Gloucester's  Harbor 
and  add  to  the  aesthetic  qualities  of  the  project  area. 


(3)  Sandy  Pond  3^+5  KV  Transmission  Line,  Burlington/Littleton/ 
Woburn  -  The  Department  of  Public  Utilities  (DPU),  in  preparing  the  final 
EIR  describing  plans  to  construct  a  new  transmission  system,  responded  to 
comments  made  by  the  MAPC  and  by  our  Wobiurn,  Burlington  and  Littleton 
representatives  during  the  reviev  of  the  draft  report.  The  Council  had 
for  some  time  been  following  the  progress  of  this  project  with  great 
interest.  Feeling  that  the  project  was  being  forced  upon  them,  officials 
and  residents  of  the  town  of  Littleton  were  vehemently  opposed  to  the  DPU 
proposal,  particularly  regarding  the  widening  of  the  present  power  line 
by  another  100  feet  through  the  Matheson  farm.  As  a  result  of  this 
opposition,  the  Council  urged  that  before  any  final  EIR  be  accepted,  a 
more  detailed  discussion  of  alternatives  be  attempted.  While  we 
recognized  that  some  impacts  would  be  inevitable,  we  felt  it  should  be  the 
responsibility  of  the  New  England  Power  Company  and  the  DPU  to  encoixrage 
imaginative  alternatives  in  design  and  development.  In  particular,  the 
Council  recommended  that  alternatives  concerning  the  Matheson  farm  should 
be  fully  explored  and  discussed  with  local  officials.  A  nimiber  of 
meetings  were  held  following  the  issuance  of  these  comments.  EOEA 
decided  that  the  concerns  brought  forth  by  the  Council,  our  Littleton 
representative,  and  residents  of  the  town  merited  further  discussion  and 
resolution.  Finally,  DPU  agreed  to  refrain  from  taking  more  land  from  the 
Matheson  farm  and  decided  instead  to  construct  extended  transmission  lines 
rather  than  widening  the  right-of-way. 

{h)     Northeastern  Construction  Company  Subdivision,  Framingham  -  The 
state's  Division  of  V7ater  Resources  prepared  a  final  EIR  detailing  the 
proposed  development  of  a  residential  and  commercial  site  on  more  than  15 
acres  of  land  adjacent  to  Route  9  in  Framingham.  Part  of  the  proposal 
involved  filling  and  grading  four  acres  of  wetland.  Generally  the  Council 
is  opposed  to  the  filling  of  wetlands;  however,  in  this  instance  we  did 
not  object  due  to  the  developer's  willingness  to  comply  with  recommenda- 
tions made  by  the  Department  of  Environmental  Quality  Engineering. 
Although  the  report  investigated  all  possible  impacts,  we  did  suggest  the 
project  be  monitored  throughout  to  ensure  compliance. 

(5)  New  England  Baptist  Hospital,  Boston  -  Five  months  prior  to 
reviewing  the  final  EIR  for  the  New  England  Baptist  Hospital  replacement 
facility,  the  Council  had  issued  lengthy  comments  on  the  draft  report. 
At  that  time  we  voiced  concern  with  the  potential  for  parking  problems 
as  well  as  the  low  water  pressure  levels  occurring  at  the  Hospital  site 
on  Parker  Hill.  The  Department  of  Public  Health  adequately  addressed 
these  concerns  in  the  final  EIR.  However,  the  MAPC  persisted  in 
expressing  dissatisfaction  with  the  lack  of  a  plan  for  the  demolition  or 
reuse  of  the  replaced  hospital,  as  well  as  the  lack  of  a  plan  for  the 
remaining  properties  owned  by  the  New  England  Baptist  Hospital.  We 
strongly  recommended  that  the  community  be  allowed  to  participate  in  plan- 
ning for  the  futiure  land  use  of  the  site.  We  felt  it  important  whether 
I4O  or  80  doctors'  offices  were  built  as  this  decision  would  have  a  severe 
impact  upon  traffic.  The  future  use  of  the  Hospital's  buildings  and  land 
would  also  affect  the  neighborhood.  Therefore,  the  Council  concluded 
that  until  a  long-term  land  use  plan  was  developed  with  participation  by 


the  community,  we  would  not  agree  that  the  proposed  project  fulfilled 
metropolitan  environmental  goals.  Both  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 
and  Mayor  White's  Office  suhstantiated  our  concerns.  Although  EOEA 
ruled  in  favor  of  the  report,  the  Massachusetts  Public  Health  Council 
unanimously  rejected  the  Hospital's  proposal  on  the  grounds  that  the 
number  of  new  beds  was  not  justified,  the  plan  was  financially  unsound, 
and  less  expensive  alternatives  were  warranted. 

(6)  M.D.C.  Sludge  Management  Program,  Boston  Harbor  -  Nine  MAPC 
communities  were  asked  to  evaluate  the  environmental  affects  of  the  Metro- 
politan District  Commission's  proposed  sludge  management  plan  for  Boston 
Harbor.  Favorable  responses  were  received  from  several  community  offi- 
cials. Although  the  Council  found  the  draft  report  addressed  many  of  the 
significant  environmental  impacts  expected  as  a  result  of  implementing  any 
of  the  propoeed  sludge  management  alternatives,  we  urged  that  the  program 
be  closely  coordinated  with  other  plans  affecting  land  use  on  Deer  Island. 
The  Town  of  Winthrop  expressed  its  opposition  to  all  development  on  Deer 
Island  until  such  time  as  the  issue  involving  the  proposed  relocation  of 
the  Charles  Street  Jail  could  be  resolved.  Boston  officials  also  voiced 
certain  reservations  relative  to  filling  the  harbor  with  disposal  of  any 
part  of  the  waste,  including  ash  from  the  sludge  incineration.  The  city 
asked  to  participate  in  determining  the  appropriate  location  for  the 
inland  ash  disposal  site  as  well  as  the  location  of  the  incinerator. 
EOEA's  decision  to  reject  the  draft  report  reflected  our  concerns. 


The  Outlook  for  1977 


As  we  move  from  the  transitional  funding  period  toward  October  1 
and  the  start  of  fiscal  1977,  certain  national  trends  foreshadow 
potential  sources  of  funding  for  areawide  and  local  development  projects 
in  metropolitan  Boston.  The  one  major  uncertainty  in  attempting  to 
predict  the  availability  of  federal  monies  rests  in  the  outcome  of  the 
Presidential  election.  No  matter  which  political  party  is  successful  in 
November,  however.  Congress,  in  all  likelihood,  will  continue  to  be 
concerned  with  the  national  economy  and  federal  spending  restraints.  As 
in  the  previous  two  years,  few  new  federal  programs  will  be  initiated  in 
fiscal  1977.  Further,  state  and  local  governments  will  assume  growing 
responsibility  for  the  program  supervision  and  financial  administration 
of  federal  awards. 

The  new  Congressional  budget  system  allows  the  House  and  Senate  to 
assess  national  priorities  and  establish  budget  targets  for  federal 
expenditures.  In  mid-May,  Congress  adopted  $^13.3  billion  as  the 
federal  spending  target  for  fiscal  1977.  Appropriations  committees  are 
limited  by  this  ceiling  when  drafting  FY77  spending  bills.  The 
President's  proposed  budget  requests  totalled  $39^^^  billion  with  severe 
cutbacks  made  in  four  major  program  areas.  Battles  loom  over  the 
differing  appropriations.   The  following  breakdovm  describes  current 
action  in  each  of  the  major  federal  fiinding  categories: 

ACTION  -  Created  as  an  independent  agency  in  1971,  ACTION  provides 
financial  assistance  for  the  coordination  and  administration  of  federally- 
sponsored  volunteer  activities.  Only  three  ACTION  programs  are  covered 
by  Circvilar  A-95:  the  Foster  Grandparents  Program;  Retired  Senior 
Volunteer  Program  (RSVP);  and,  the  Senior  Companion  Program.  Each  of 
these  programs  is  authorized  under  the  Domestic  Volunteer  Service  Act  of 
1973. 

AGRICULTURE  (USDA)  -  Circular  A-95  review  and  comment  procedures 
now  cover  fifteen  USDA  programs.  Although  few  are  applicable  to  the 
metropolitan  Boston  region,  some  of  the  Council's  member  communities  along 
our  planning  boundaries  are  eligible  for  funding  consideration.  Although 
the  President's  budget  proposals  failed  to  provide  funding  for  rural 
water/sewer  grants,  Congress  appropriated  $200  million  for  this  program. 
In  addition,  a  $10  million  appropriation  was  made  for  business  and 
industrial  development  and  the  same  funding  level  ($3.5  million)  was 
retained  for  fire  protection.  Service  areas  for  all  of  these  programs 
must  have  a  population  of  less  than  10,000. 

COMMERCE  (DOC)  -  One  of  the  prerequisites  for  grant  consideration  by 
the  Economic  Development  Administrahion  (EDA)  is  that  the  municipality  be 
part  of  a  redeve] opmeut  area  or   a  designated  economic  development 
district.   The  MAPC  currently  is  preparing  an  Overall  Economic  Develop- 
ment Plan  (OEDP)  in  order  for  our  planning  region  to  become  eligible  for 
EDA  monies.  Last  year,  $23  million  was  provided  for  EDA  Section  301  and 
302  planning  grants;  the  same  amount  has  again  been  requested  by  Congress 
although  the  President's  budget  appropriated  only  $l8.7  million.  EDA 
programs,  in  general,  were  cut  by  one-third  in  the  President's  proposed 


budget;  the  full  $36o  million,  however,  was  recommended  hy  the  House  and 
Senate. 

The  EDA-administered  Public  Works  Employment  Act  became  law  on 
July  22,  when  Congress  overrode  the  President's  veto  and  authorized  $3.95 
billion  to  support  the  programs.  Title  I  of  the  Act  authorized  $2  billion 
in  public  works  grants  to  states  and  local  governments  for  projects  able 
to  begin  within  90  days  of , approval.  Construction,  repair  and  renovation 
of  public  facilities  are  el^igible  activities  for  100  percent  federal 
funding.  To  qualify,  a  state  or  local  government  must  have  an  unemploy- 
ment rate  exceeding  6.5  percent.  Applications  are  to  be  submitted  to  EDA 
and  A-95  clearinghouses  simultaneously.  Clearinghouses  have  30  days  to 
act  on  reviews. 

On  July  26,  President  Ford  signed  into  law  amendments  to  the  Coastal 
Zone  Management  Act.  Assistance  would  be  provided  to  coastal  states  and 
local  communities  to  combat  adverse  environmental  impacts  and  to  plan 
for  economic,  social  or  environmental  consequences  associated  with  energy 
facility  activities.  Of  significant  interest  to  Council  communities 
would  be  the  new  requirements  set  forth  for  state  coastal  zone  management 
(CZM)  programs.  State  Planning  must  take  into  account  beach  and  public 
coastal  access,  energy  facility  siting,  and  shoreline  erosion.  State  CZM 
agencies  are  now  required  to  notify  local  governments  of  any  decision  in 
conflict  with  local  zoning,  and  provide  a  30-day  review  and  comment 
period  to  local  officials.  Finally,  the  recently-enacted  amendments 
authorized  50  percent  federal  match  grants  to  coastal  states  for  the 
acquisition,  development,  and  operation  of  estuarine  sanctuaries  and  for 
the  protection  and  preservation  of  beaches,  islands,  and  public  coastal 
areas,  as  well  as  access  to  these  areas.  At  least  $23  million  has  been 
authorized  for  the  CZM  program  nationwide. 

COMmuiTY  SERVICES  ADMINISTRATION  -  CSA  is  the  successor  to  the  novr- 
defunct  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity  (OEO).  As  such,  CSA's  purpose  is 
to  assist  low-income  persons  to  attain  the  skills,  knowledge,  and 
opportunities  necessary  for  them  to  become  economically  self-sufficient. 
The  Community  Action  Program,  authorized  under  Section  221  of  the  Economic 
Opportunity  Act  of  I96U,  is  the  agency's  chief  tool  in  achieving  this  goal. 
Nearly  90O  community  action  agencies  (CAAs)  administer  the  program  at  the 
local  level.  CAAs  can  expect  a  cut  in  funding  levels  in  FY77  following  a 
rise  from  30  to  Uo  percent  in  local  match. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY  (EPA)  -  Created  in  1970  as  part  of 
the  federal  government's  effort  to  coordinate  and  expand  its  role  in 
protecting  the  environment,  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
administers  a  number  of  direct  assistance  programs  for  state  and  local 
governments  —  air  and  water  pollution  control,  "208"  water  quality 
management,  solid  waste  planning,  and  wastewater  treatment  work 
construction. 


At  the  time  of  this  writing,  $137  million  in  100  percent  "208"  plan- 
ning funds,  previously  authorized  yet  not  spent  in  fiscal  1973  and  197^ 
due  to  EPA's  delay  in  implementing  the  program,  should  soon  he  made 
available  for  obligation  through  September  1977.  Anticipating  this,  the 
House  and  Senate  have  agreed  to  appropriate  $15  million  in  75  percent 
funds  for  "208"  next  fiscal  year.  The  Appropriation  Committee  will 
reconsider  this  recommendation  if  the  federal  government  delays 
obligation  of  the  $137  million  ordered  released  for  "208".  Congress 
has  passed  an  additional  $150  million  reauthorization  of  "208"  monies; 
several  discrepancies  have  to  be  resolved  by  the  House  and  Senate, 
however,  prior  to  release  of  f\mds.  It  seems  fairly  safe  to  say  that 
previously  designated  and  funded  "208"  agencies  can  expect  75  percent 
funding  for  the  cost  of  developing , and  operating  a  continuing  management 
planning  process. 

Funding  of  both  air  pollution  control  and  solid  waste  management 
programs  remains  at  a  steady  level  for  FY77.   It  is  expected  that 
Congress  will  adopt  a  solid  waste  bill  during  the  next  session.  The 
Senate  has  already  passed  a  bill  authorizing  $35  million  in  fiscal 
years  1978  and  1979  for  areawide  solid  waste  management  planning.  This 
would  entail  identification  of  areas  with  common  solid  waste  management 
problems  and  designation  of  a  single  representative  organization  to 
develop  the  areawide  plan.  EPA  would  encourage  municipal  governments  to 
designate  existing  "208"  agencies  as  the  areawide  planning  mechanism. 
A  solid  waste  bill  pending  in  the  House  would  give  states  the  lead  role 
in  the  planning  process.  Prior  to  final  Congressional  action,  these 
differences  will  have  to  be  resolved. 

HEALTH,  EDUCATION  AND  WELFARE  (HEW)  -  A  myriad  of  programs  are 
administered  by  HEW  which  has  the  greatest  dollar  volume  of  grant 
programs  in  the  federal  government.  Sixty-one  of  these  are  covered  by 
Circular  A-95  regulations.  Rather  than  list  all  of  them,  suffice  it  to 
say  that  there  are  four  principal  operating  agencies  which  administer 
HEW  grant  programs  for  states,  localities,  or  nonprofit  organizations: 
(l)  the  Division  of  Education,  which  houses  the  Office  of  Education  and 
the  National  Institute  of  Education;  (2)  the  Public  Health  Service,  in 
which  the  National  Institutes  of  Health  and  the  Alcohol,  Drug  Abuse  and 
Mental  Health  Administration  are  located;  (3)  the  Social  and  Rehabilita- 
tion Service,  which  includes,  among  other  programs,  Medicaid  Aid  to 
Dependent  Cliildren,  and  Vocational  Rehabilitation,  and  {h)   the  Office  of 
Human  Development,  which  contains  the  Office  of  Child  Development,  the 
Administration  on  Aging,  and  the  Office  of  Youth  Development. 

Health  planning  programs  have  been  in  a  state  of  flxix  for  some 
time.  The  President  has  proposed  legislation  which  woiild  consolidate  16 
separate  health  programs  into  a  single  state  block  grant  program.  The 
President's  proposal  would  replace  the  national  health  planning  program 
currently  being  implemented  by  HEW.  Substantial  controversy,  several  law 
suits,  and  limited  funding  have  impeded  the  earlier  legislation  which 
called  for  designated  Health  Systems  Agencies  (HSAs)  to  develop  and 
adopt  health  systems  plans  and  annual  implementation  plans  as  the  ultimate 


standard  of  conformance  for  local  and  areavide  programs.  Clarifying 
amendments  to  the  Health  Planning  Act  have  been  introduced  in  Congress. 
These  amendments  outline  the  respective  roles  of  the  public  HSA 
governing  toard  and  governing  body,  require  HSAs  to  enter  agreement  with 
other  planning  bodies  in  the  area,  and  define  the  functions  and  structure 
of  the  state  planning  and  coordinating  bodies.   In  the  meantime. 
Congress  is  conferring  on  a  three-year  extension  of  the  Emergency  Medical 
Services  Program  which  is  authorized  at  nearly  $50  million  for  fiscal 
1977. 

HOUSING  AKD  UBBAN  DEVELOPMENT  -  HUD  was  established  in  I965  to 
administer  and  coordinate  the  nation's  housing  and  community  development 
activities.  Two  years  ago  HUD  underwent  a  major  transition  which 
resulted  in  the  consolidation  of  several  categorical  grants  into  a  single 
Community  Development  Block  Grant  (CDBG)  program  which  has  two  major 
components.  The  first  is  the  entitlement  program  in  which  each  state 
and  eligible  unit  of  local  government  receives  a  specified  share  of  block 
grant  funds.  Such  shares  are  determined  by  a  statutory  formula  which 
takes  into  consideration  an  area's  population,  comparative  rate  of 
overcrowded  housing,  and  comparative  rate  of  poverty.  The  second 
component  of  CDBG  is  the  discretionary  grant  program  which  supports  a 
General  Purpose  Fund  (metropolitan  and  nonmetropolitan  discretionary 
balance),  a  Secretary's  Fund  (new  communities,  areawide  activities, 
emergency  needs,  innovative  projects,  and  inequities  funds),  and  an 
Urgent  Needs  Fund  (grants  for  bridging  the  gap  between  old  categorical 
and  nei7  block  grant  programs).  This  coming  fiscal  year,  CDBG  activities 
nationwide  will  be  funded  for  the  full  $3,250,000,000. 

The  Comprehensive  Planning  Assistance  program  is  one  HUD  program 
that  siorvived  the  transition  to  the  block  grant  system.  Authorized  under 
Section  701  of  the  Housing  Act  of  195^,  as  amended,  this  program  has 
been  the  major  financial  sovirce  of  planning  support  for  areawide  agencies 
and  local  governments.  During  fiscal  1976,  a  ntunber  of  MAPC  cities  and 
to'vms  which  previously  qualified  for  701  monies  were  told  by  HUD  that  no 
funds  were  earmarked  for  planning  activities;  HUD  instead  encouraged 
municipalities  to  use  CDBG  funds.  The  outlook  for  fiscal  1977  appears 
equally  dim.   "701"  was  funded  for  $75  million  in  FY76;  the  Administra- 
tion requested  only  $25  million  for  the  coming  year;  Congress,  however, 
has  agreed  on  $62.5  million  as  the  fiscal  1977  funding  level.  This 
means  that  regional  planning  agencies  and  eligible  miiriicipalities  can  be 
assured  of  further  cutbacks  in  701  grants. 

HUD-supported  housing  programs  have  apparently  met  with  more 
success  in  achieving  sufficient  funding  support.  Congressional  appropri- 
ations for  FY77  housing  programs  are  as  follows: 

New  Section  8  Contract  Authority  $675  million 

Conventional  Public  Housing  $120  million 

Indian  Public  Housing  $  17  million 

Public  Housing  Modernization  $  35  million 

Operating  Subsidies  $576  million 


Section  235  Home  Oxraership  $26U  million  * 

Section  202  Elderly/Handicapped  Housing  $750  million 

Section  312  Rehabilitation  $  50  million 

*  Available  from  past  fiscal  years.  No  additional  authorisations 
made  for  FYT7. 

INTERIOR  (DOI)  -  The  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  (L&WCF)  has 
been  the  major  source  of  financial  aid  for  open  space  acquisition  and 
urban  parks  development  during  the  last  few  years.  Administered  by  the 
Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation,  the  program  is  expected  to  be  supported  in 
1977  at  nearly  the  same  funding  level  as  in  previous  years  (anticipated 
appropriation  of  $300  million).  There  is  a  bill  pending  before  Congress 
which,  if  passed,  would  provide  substantial  new  monies  for  the  Common- 
wealth. Title  I  of  the  amended  Act  would  increase  the  existing  $300 
million  annual  funding  level  to  $600  million  in  FY78,  $750  million  in  FY79, 
and  $900  million  in  FY80.  According  to  a  recent  memorandim  from  the 
state's  BOR  liaison  officer  "In  order  to  fully  obligate  the  money  local 
and  state  agencies  will  have  to  gear  into  the  program  by  198O  otherwise 
substantial  sums  would  revert.  Seeing  the  inability  of  the  states  to 
absorb  the  money  Congress  would  be  loath  to  annually  appropriate  the 
authorized  limits."  States  would  be  allowed  to  use  ten  percent  of  the 
annual  apportionment  to  shelter  swimming  pool  and  ice  skating  rink  projects 
that  meet  strict  cold  climatic  criteria. 

Several  new  programs  administered  by  the  Interior's  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  were  added  to  A-95  coverage  during  this  past  year.  A  clause  in 
the  new  amendments  would  permit  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  use 
L&WCF  monies  to  acquire  natural  areas  authorized  for  the  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  System. 

The  Historic  Preservation  program  was  also  discussed  in  the  L&WCF 
amendments.  A  70(Federal)-30(State)  match  is  authorized  for  historic 
preservation  planning  grants. 

JUSTICE  -  On  July  Ik,   fiscal  1977  appropriations  for  Law  Enforcement 
Assistance  Administration  (LEAA)  programs  were  passed.  A  total  of  $753 
million  was  appropriated,  with  $60  million  earmarked  for  planning  grants. 
This  is  identical  to  the  FY76  appropriation. 

LEAA  was  established  pursuant  to  the  Omnibus  Crime  Control  and  Safe 
Streets  Act  of  1968.  Financial  assistance  to  state  and  local  governments 
is  delivered  through  two  major  block  grant  programs.  The  first  provides 
funds  to  the  states  for  the  development  of  annual  comprehensive  law 
enforcement  plans  which,  when  approved  by  LEAA,  receive  a  block  action 
grant.  Action  grant  funds  are  used  for  the  development  and  training  of 
law  enforcement  personnel,  the  improvement  of  courts  and  corrections 
systems,  the  prevention  and  control  of  civil  disorders  and  organized  crime, 
and  the  improvement  of  police-community  relations.  Discretionary  grants 
are  also  available  for  municipal  governments  to  carry  on  similar  activi- 
ties. 


The  Juvenile  Justice  and  Delinquency  Prevention  Act  of  197^  authorizes 
formula  grants  for  prevention  and  treatment  programs. 

Recently  the  Senate  passed  a  five-year  extension  of  LEM  programs 
which  emphasized  court  system  improvements,  assured  closer  monitoring  of 
equitable  spending,  and  provided  mini-block  grants  to  local  governments  to 
fund  comprehensive  criminal  justice  plans  approved  by  the  state  planning 
agency.  The  House  currently  has  a  one-year  extension  bill  awaiting  a 
floor  vote. 

If  the  Senate  bill  becomes  law,  a  provision  is  included  which  would 
allow  state  and  local  governments  with  high  crime  incidence,  intense  law 
enforcement  activity,  or  serious  court  congestion  and  backlog  to  apply 
for  special  high  impact  anti-crime  grants.  Finally,  the  Senate  has 
stipulated  that  19  percent  of  the  total  LEAA  funds  must  be  spent  on 
improvement  of  the  Juvenile  justice  system. 

LABOR  (DOL)  -  The  one  significant  DOL  program  impacting  on  Council 
communities  is  authorized  under  the  Comprehensive  Employment  and  Training 
Act  of  1973  (CETA).  A  description  of  each  title  follows: 

(1)  Title  I  -  Comprehensive  Manpower  Services.  This  program  is  the 
special  revenue  sharing  aspect  of  CETA,  under  which  prime  sponsors  (state 
and  local  governments  or  consortiums  of  local  governments  with  popiilations 
of  100,000  or  more)  receive  block  grants  to  implement  a  comprehensive  plan 
for  manpower  services. 

(2)  Title  II  -  Public  Service  Employment  (PSE).  This  program 
provides  for  employment  of  unemployed  or  underemployed  persons  in  areas  of 
substantial  xinemployment .   It  is  usually  administered  by  Title  I  prime 
sponsors . 

(3)  Title  III  -  Special  Programs  for  Indians,  Migrants,  Youth  and 
Research.  Title  III  authorizes  a  series  of  program  efforts  directed 
toward  special  categories  of  recipients. 

(k)     Title  IV  -  Job  Corps.  Formerly  administered  by  the  Office  of 
Economic  Opportunity,  this  program  serves  low-income  young  men  and  women 
who  require  additional  education,  training,  or  intensive  coionseling  to 
secure  and  hold  meaningful  employment. 

(5)  Title  V  -  National  Commission  for  Manpower  Policy.  The  Commis- 
sion is  designed  to  examine  national  manpower  issues,  and  to  siiggest 
ways  of  addressing  such  issues. 

(6)  Title  VI  -  Additional  Public  Services  Employment.  This  title 
was  added  to  CETA  by  the  Emergency  Jobs  and  Unemployment  Assistance  Act  of 
197*+  which  authorized  additional  programs  in  areas  of  excessively  high 
unemployment . 


Extension  of  this  last  title  through  fiscal  19T7  recently  won  Senate 
passage,  tut  final  appropriations  must  now  await  House-Senate  conferences. 
Substantive  changes  in  Title  VI  include: 

.  The  provision  of  new  projects  managed  by  CETA  prime 

sponsors  and  aimed  at  those  unemployed  more  than  15  weeks 
and  having  exhausted  vmemployment  benefits,  if  eligible; 

The  authorization  of  unemployment  insurance  benefits  to 
CETA  employees  in  those  states  providing  such  coverage  for 
public  employees; 

.  The  use  of  15  percent  of  project  funds  for  administrative 
costs  including  purchase  of  supplies  and  equipment 
(present  limit  is  10  percent). 

Title  I  and  II  are  expected  to  be  funded  at  $1.8  billion  and  $U00 
million  respectively  in  FY77. 

TRANSPORTATION  (DOT)  -  The  Department  of  Transportation,  established 
in  1966,  is  composed  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  and  seven  satellite 
agencies,  five  of  which  administer  federal  grant  programs  -  the  Federal 
Aviation  Administration  (FAA) ,  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA), 
the  Federal  Railroad  Administration  (FRA),  the  National  Highway  Traffic 
Safety  Administration  (NHTSA),  and  the  Urban  Mass  Transportation 
Administration  (UMTA). 

On  July  12,  the  President  signed  into  law  the  Airport  and  Airway 
Development  Act  Amendments  of  1976  which  extended  airport  development 
programs  through  I98O.  Key  provisions  of  the  Act  follow: 

(1)  Master  planning  redefined  to  include  planning  for  potential  use 
and  development  of  land  surrounding  airport  sites; 

(2)  Airport  planning  grants  reauthorized  at  $15  million  per  year, 
with  eua  increase  in  federal  share; 

(3)  Airport  development  funds  permitted  for  snow  removal  equipment 
purchase,  noise  diminishing  facilities,  and  purchase  of  land  to  insure  its 
compatibility  with  airport  noise  levels; 

(h)     Airport  development  grants  for  air  carrier  airports  authorized 
at  $Ul+0  million  in  FY77; 

(5)  DOT  Secretary  required  to  publish  a  revised  National  Airport 
Systems  Plan  by  January  1,  1978,  including  a  projection  of  airport  develop- 
ment during  the  next  ten  years. 

Amendments  to  the  Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  extend  highway  programs  and 
the  Highway  Trust  Fund  for  two  years  at  $7.9  billion  per  year  for  fiscal 
1977  and  fiscal  1978.  Under  the  Highway  Act,  funds  can  be  withdrawn  from 


interstate  projects  and  used  for  more  locally  appropriate  projects. 
Substitution  was  previously  limited  to  transit  projects  only.  Another 
important  phase  of  the  "bill  was  the  requirement  for  a  DOT  study  of  urban 
systems  planning  under  Section  13^,  including  an  assessment  of  metro- 
politan planning  organizations  (rCOs). 

In  the  area  of  rail  service,  we  can  expect  to  see  some  of  the  benefits 
to  be  derived  from  the  passage  last  February  of  the  Railroad  Revitaliza- 
tion  Act.  The  goals  of  that  bill  were  threefold:   (l)  Revitalization  of 
deteriorating  rail  freight  systems  nationwide;  (2)  Improvement  of 
passenger  service  in  the  Northeast  Corridor— $1.6  billion  has  been 
authorized  to  upgrade  intercity  passenger  service  between  Boston  and 
Washington  within  the  next  five  years;  and,  (3)  Removal  of  regulatory 
restrictions  which,  according  to  Congress,  have  hindered  efficiency  and 
competition  among  rail  lines. 

Finally,  UMTA  funding  remains  at  a  similar  level  with  the  previous 
year.  Ciirrently  the  Rural  Mass  Transit  Operating  Subsidies  bill  is  the 
only  transit  legislation  awaiting  Congressional  approval.  This  bill 
provides  $500  million  to  non-metropolitan  areas  for  both  capital 
assistance  and  operating  subsidies.   In  addition,  the  bill  is  written  to 
further  strengthen  the  federal  policy  commitment  to  provide  accessible 
transportation  for  the  elderly  and  the  handicapped. 

VETERANS  ADMINISTRATION  (V.A.)  -  Only  five  V.A.  programs  are  covered 
by  the  Circular  A-95  review  and  comment  process: 

.  State  Nursing  Home  Construction  -  V.A.  participation  is 
limited  to  65  percent  of  actual  project  cost  provided 
that  care  is  primarily  oriented  toward  war  veterans. 
Approximately  $8l2  million  has  been  obligated  for  this 
program  in  FY77. 

.  State  Hospital  Remodelling  -  The  V.A.  estimates  that  12 
remodelling  projects  would  be  eligible  for  financial 
assistance  in  fiscal  1977-  Only  $1.7  million  is 
available  nationwide. 

.  Establishment  of  New  State  Medical  Schools  -  The  V.A. 
anticipates  that  eight  grants  will  be  awarded  utilizing 
the  $9.9  million  appropriated  for  the  program.  The  new 
state  medical  schools  must  be  operated  in  conjunction 
with  V.A.  medical  facilities. 

.  Medical  School  Assistance  and  Health  Manpower  Training  - 
The  purpose  of  this  program  is  to  improve  and  expand 
the  training  of  professional,  allied  health,  and  para- 
medical personnel.  According  to  recent  figures  from 
the  Veterans  Administration,  98  grant  awards  totalling 
$25.7  million  are  to  be  made  nationwide  in  FY77. 


I 


Veterans  Housing/Guaranteed  and  Insured  Loans  -  In  fiscal 
1977,  it  is  estimated  that  328,350  loans  totalling  $10 
billion  will  be  guaranteed  or  insured. 
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Appendix  II 


EWIROmfflWTAL  IMPACT  REPORTS  -  FISCAL  1976 
APPLICANT  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


Boston/Office  of  Community  Development 

Clearance  of  Unsafe  Buildings 
(Draft  Report) 

Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

Park  Plaza  Urban  Renewal  Project 
(Draft  Report) 

Federal  Power  Commission/Bureau  of  Natural  Gas 

Liquefied  Natixral  Gas  Import  Terminal, 
Everett  (Draft  Report) 

Gloucester  Housing  Authority 

Second  Waterfront  Urban  Renewal  Project, 
Gloucester  Harbor  (Draft  Report) 

Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation  Authority 

Red  Line  Transit  Station  Construction,  South 
Quincy /South  Braintree  (Draft  Report) 

Massachusetts  DEM/Forests  and  Parks  Division 

Statewide  Cut-a-Cord  Program  -  Forest 
Management  Practices  (Revised  Draft  Report) 

Massachusetts  DET-I/Water  Resources  Division 

Proposed  Construction  of  Ipswich  Reservoir 
(Draft  Report) 

Massachusetts  DEM/Water  Resources  Division 

Subdivision  along  Route  9,  Framingham  by  the 
Northeastern  Construction  Company  (Final 
Report ) 

Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Health 

Proposed  RESCO  Refuse  Burning  Steam 
Generating  Power  Plant,  Saugus  (Final  Report) 

Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Health 

New  England  Baptist  Hospital  Replacement 
Facility,  Boston  (Draft  and  Final  Reports) 

Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Utilities 

Sandy  Pond  -  Woburn  3^5  KV  Transmission  Line 
(Final  Report) 


APPLICANT  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Utilities 

Woburn  to  Lexington  3^5  KV  Transmission  Line 
and  Related  Substations  (Draft  and  Final 
Reports) 

Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Utilities 

Tewksbury  to  Golden  Hills,  Saugus  3^5  KV 
Transmission  Line  and  Related  Substations 
(Draft  Report) 

Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Works 

Salem  -  Peabody  Connector  (Draft  Report) 

Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Works 

Construction  of  Wonderland  Shopping  Plaza, 
Revere  (Limited  Final  Report) 

Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Works 

Study  Present  Traffic  Situation  on  Route  129 » 
Wilmington  and  Reading  (Draft  Report) 

Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Works 

Study  of  Improvement  Alternatives  along 
Route  2  in  Acton,  Concord,  Lexington  and 
Lincoln  (Draft  Report) 

Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Works 

Interstate  Highway  Safety  Program 
(Draft  Report) 

Massachusetts  Housing  Finance  Agency 

Redevelopment  of  America  Park  Housing 
Project,  Lynn  (Draft  and  Final  Reports) 

Massachusetts  Housing  Finance  Agency 

Construction  of  Riverbank  Elderly  Housing  in 
the  Hyde  Park  Section  of  Boston  (Draft  and 
Final  Reports) 

Massachusetts  Housing  Finance  Agency 

Construction  of  Boston  East  Housing  Develop- 
ment along  the  Inner  Harbor  of  East  Boston 
(Final  Report) 


APPLICANT  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


Metropolitan  District  Commission 

Extension  of  North  Charles  Relief  Sewer, 
Cambridge  (Final  Report) 

Metropolitan  District  Commission 

Proposed  Sludge  Management  Plan,  Boston  Harbor 
(Draft  Report) 

New  England  River  Basins  Commission 

Supplemental  Study  -  Comprehensive 
Investigation  of  the  Water  and  Resources  of 
the  Connecticut  River  Basin  (Draft  Report) 

U.S.  Department  of  Interior /National  Park  Service 

Preservation  of  the  Henry  Wadsworth  Long- 
fellow Home,  Cambridge  (Draft  Master  Plan) 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Navy 

Sandblasting  of  Ships'  Hulls,  Charlestown 
Naval  Shipyard,  Boston  (Final  Report) 
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